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PREFACE 


The present work has a lengthy history. It began with my dissertation on 
the soteriology of Narsai, a fifth-century Syrian theologian. He gained fame 
as the outstanding Syriac proponent of Theodore of Mopsuestia’s thought 
by successfully passing on Theodore’s teaching through the use of metric 
homilies. One feature of Narsai’s soteriology that intrigued me was his view 
of how Adam as God’s “image” serves as a type of Christ’s human archetyp- 
al role as the visible, perfect “image” of God. This led to the publication of 
a monograph and then an article on the image of God in Narsai.! Since Nar- 
sai closely adhered to Theodore’s soteriological outlook, I decided to deter- 
mine whether he was dependent on Theodore and, if so, to what extent. I 
was not surprised to discover in my research that Narsai reproduced Theo- 
dore’s idea of the “image of God.” But I was not prepared to learn that The- 
odore and Narsai’s viewpoint on “image” differed notably from that of 
Diodore, John Chrysostom, and Theodoret, the other leading theologians of 
the School of Antioch. This is significant in that Theodore and Narsai were 


1. Frederick G. McLeod, The Soteriology of Narsai (Rome: Pontificium Institutum Ori- 
entalium Studiorum, 1973); and “Man as the Image of God: Its Meaning and Theological 
Significance in Narsai,” Theological Studies 42 (Sept. 1981): 458-68. 
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both fully committed to the School’s emphasis upon a literal, historical, and 
rational method of interpretation and on its defense of Christ’s integral hu- 
man nature within his personal union with the Word of God. This showed 
me how the Antiochenes could employ their method of biblical exegesis 
and arrive at different interpretations. It also made me aware of Theodore’s 
independent, speculative mind. I then published a book on this topic enti- 
tled The “Image of God” in the Antiochene Tradition.’ 

In my inquiry into Theodore’s understanding of “image,” I was particu- 
larly struck by his inclusion of various other “roles” within that of Adam 
and Christ’s humanity as the “image of God.” The one that stood out was 
Adam’s role as the “bond” of the universe. I could understand how Adam 
and Christ’s humanity functioned as visible images who reveal God’s exis- 
tence and will. Nor did it seem strange that Adam could receive honor 
from other creatures because of his unique role within creation, or for that 
matter that God would require other creatures to offer their glory and wor- 
ship for God by caring for the physical and spiritual needs of humans as 
his “image” within the cosmos. I began to discern more clearly a connec- 
tion between all these when I published a long article for the Journal of 
Early Christian Studies on “The Christological Ramifications of Theodore of 
Mopsuestia’s Understanding of Baptism and the Eucharist.”? This study 
was invaluable in enabling me to comprehend in general what Theodore 
intended by a true type and more particularly how he considered the sacra- 
ments of baptism and the Eucharist to be true types. They not only “im- 
age” a future immortal existence in heaven but also have a spiritual effect 
in the present life, for they unite and nourish a person’s union with the 
body of Christ. If one is so joined in a true corporate way with Christ’s 
body, one is assured of sharing in a potential way in the immortal bodily 
existence that Christ’s humanity now possesses. Such an understanding of 
Theodore’s outlook unlocked for me a number of his key concepts regard- 


2. Frederick G. McLeod, The Image of God in the Antiochene Tradition (Washington, 
D.C.: The Catholic University of America Press, 1999). 

3. Frederick G. McLeod, “The Theological Ramifications of Theodore of Mopsuestia’s 
Understanding of Baptism and the Eucharist,” Journal of Early Christian Studies 10 
(spring 2002): 41-50. 
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ing the meaning of a “true type” and “salvation” and the correlation that 
he made between how Adam and Christ’s humanity constitutes the 
“bonds” of universe and at the same time “images of God.” By relating all 
these to Theodore’s idea of what is a “person,” I had confirmation for a 
long-held conviction that Theodore and Nestorius were really advocating a 
functional kind of Christology and were being judged by an essentialistic 
one. This means that one ought to pursue Theodore’s Christology in light 
of and within his soteriology. 

Two years ago I began to connect these pieces into a coherent whole. I 
was fortunate to have a year’s sabbatical during which I read all of Theo- 
dore’s extant works. I then attempted to spell out how Theodore used ty- 
pology to explain Adam’s and Christ’s roles in the history of salvation and 
to relate this to Theodore’s understanding of “person.” For him, a “person” 
is not one defined in a metaphysical sense as a complete self-subsisting 
subject but as one whose inner self is known from his activity and speech. 
While it is true that one’s external way of acting may not always be revela- 
tory of the real inner person, nevertheless it can still reveal this inner per- 
son when there exists a true correspondence between the inner and outer 
person, such as in the case of Christ. This is best exemplified in the way 
the Synoptics portray Jesus as the Christ who acts as one being in human 
and divine ways. Such double activity indicates that he is both God and 
man in a unity where both his divine and human natures are complete and 
function as one without either nature being compromised, much as the 
soul and body function as one, and how Christ’s human nature recapitu- 
lates all of creation in one body. The present work intends to give flesh to 
these views, arguing from Christ’s humanity’s roles to an understanding of 
how Theodore conceives of Christ as a “person” whose humanity is relat- 
ed to the Word and all other creatures in a unique relationship that tran- 
scends all other relationships. As such he serves as the mediator between 
God and the cosmos. All these conclusions will then be used to review the 
charges of heresy that the fathers at the Council of Constantinople II in 553 
leveled against Theodore’s works and his very person and to reassess them 
in light of the present study. 

Since few of Theodore’s extant works have been translated into modern 
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languages—the exceptions are his Catechetical Homilies,+ his Commentary 
on the Psalms® (in part), his Commentary on the Twelve Minor Prophets,° as 
well as those fragments that have been translated in studies about Theo- 
dore—I have decided to weave into my work English translations of those 
passages from Theodore that I believe substantiate my interpretations. 
Since his extant works are not generally available and are, for the most 
part, available only in Syriac and Latin versions, I believe that my frequent 
use of citations in the text itself will enable the reader to form his or her 
own opinion of whether mine is really justified. The translations are, gen- 
erally speaking, my own and are based on the Greek and Syriac texts rather 
than the Latin and French translations derived from them. This is meant to 
allow Theodore to speak for himself in a text that is closer to his original 
text. Also, when I refer to the Syriac versions given in Raymond Tonneau, 
E. Sachau, J.-M. Vosté, and Lucas van Rompay, I cite in the first entry the 
Syriac text and then, after a slash, the page or folio where it has been 
translated. In Tonneau’s references, I also mention the homily and section 
number for those who may be using an English or German translation of 
Theodore’s Catechetical Homilies. When there is a string of references to 
the same work, | include the page reference in the text itself. 

As for my dependence on other scholarly studies of Theodore, I will not 
repeat what these have uncovered other than to accept what I consider to 
be positive in their research. Since little has been written about my own 
approach, I will discuss only those points and arguments I believe are rele- 


4. I have used Raymond Tonneau’s edition in this volume: Les Homélies Catéché- 
tiques de Théodore de Mopsueste, trans. Raymond Tonneau, with Robert Devreese (Vati- 
can City: Biblioteca Vaticana, 1949), hereafter abbreviated THC. When page numbers are 
cited, the numbers on the left side of the slash are to the Syriac text, and on the right to 
the French translation on the opposite page. Unless otherwise indicated, all English trans- 
lations from this work are my own based on the Syriac text. 

5. Theodore of Mopsuestia, Commentaire sur les Psaumes I-LXXX, ed. Robert Dev- 
reese, Studi e Testi 93 (Vatican City: Biblioteca Vaticana, 1939). This work needs to be 
supplemented by Théodore de Mopsueste: Fragments Syriaque du Commentaire des 
Psalmes (Ps. 118 and Pss. 138-48), ed. and trans. Lucas van Rompay, CSCO 189-90 (Lou- 
vain: Peeters, 1982). 

6. Theodore of Mopsuestia, Commentary on the Twelve Prophets, trans. Robert Hill, 
Fathers of the Church 108 (Washington, D.C.: The Catholic University of America Press, 
2003). 
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vant, either in positive or negative ways, to my own position. For instance, 
I do not want to be caught up in disputes about what has influenced The- 
odore’s exegesis. I want simply to present what I have found to be Theo- 
dore’s invariable method of interpreting Scripture in a literal, historical, 
and rational way and his understanding of a “true type.” My concern is to 
point out how the salvific roles that Christ’s humanity plays as the head of 
the body of the Church, the recapitulating bond of the universe, and the 
“image of God,” can help to enlighten us as to what Theodore means by 
“person” and the unity of Christ’s natures as an “indwelling of good pleas- 
ure as in God’s true Son.” This is not to overlook the debt that I owe to ear- 
lier and present-day scholars who have studied Theodore and shared their 
insights publicly. I have benefited in no small measure from their careful, 
thorough, and nuanced research. For they have enabled me to build upon 
their achievements and forced me to defend my own interpretations of 
what I believe to be the theological synthesis that Theodore has developed 
regarding the roles of Christ’s humanity in salvation. 

I am very grateful to those who have assisted me in this venture. I want 
especially to thank those at Saint Louis University who approved my re- 
quest for a year-long sabbatical, my Jesuit community in Saint Louis who 
supported me during these past two years, and my brother, Bill, who al- 
lowed me the use of his house on Cape Cod to write this book during my 
sabbatical. I am also indebted to Dr. Rowan A. Greer for his insightful cor- 
rections, comments, and suggestions on how to improve this work and 
grasp what Theodore actually intended to say, Dr. Charles Kannengiesser 
for his emendations and empathetic support, and William Crawford, my 
graduate assistant, for his onerous efforts in checking my notes and index 
for accuracy, as well as Dr. Gregory LaNave and Ms. Susan Needham, my 
guiding editors at The Catholic University of America Press, and especially 
Ms. Suzanne Wolk and Grindstone Editorial Services. They have all in their 
own ways enabled me to bring this present venture to a successful comple- 
tion. 
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THE ROLES OF 
CHRIST'S HUMANITY 
IN SALVATION 


1. INTRODUCTION 


HE MOST ENIGMATIC and controversial Christian 

theologian in the fifth-century Byzantine Empire was 

Theodore of Mopsuestia (ca. 350-ca. 428). At his 
death he was eulogized as one of the most respected church- 
men of his day.! He was hailed as the foremost exponent of 
the Antiochene literal, historical interpretation of the Bible and 
as the most sophisticated analytical opponent of Origen’s alle- 
gorical method. He was also widely admired for the original, 
insightful ways in which he systematized authentic church tra- 
ditions and defended the humanity of Christ. Yet, within a few 
years of his death, he became the target of unrelenting criti- 
cism for the next century and a quarter. His adversaries 


1. For a recent well-documented summary of Theodore’s life and 
works, see Theodore of Mopsuestia, Teodoro di Mopsuestia: Replica a Guil- 
iano Imperatore, trans. Augusto Guida (Firenza: Nardini, 1994), 9-30; and 
for a fuller theological background of this period, see Alois Grillmeier, 
Christ in Christian Tradition from the Apostolic Age to Chalcedon (451), 
trans. J. Cawte and P. Allen, 2 vols. 2d rev. ed. (Atlanta: John Knox, 
1975), 2:411-62. 


claimed that even though he had not been condemned at the Council of 
Ephesus in 431, he was the source of Nestorius’s (ca. 380-451) “impious” 
teaching. Cyril of Alexandria (ca. 370-444), while he agreed with this as- 
sessment, was initially very hesitant to mention Theodore by name, for 
Theodore was already dead and was still widely admired.* He was con- 
cerned, too, not to disturb his Pact of Reunion (433)? with John of Antioch 
(bishop 428-ca. 441), the leader of the Syrian bishops. For this pact had re- 
united the Syrian bishops with Cyril and the Alexandrians as well as with 
those from the East who had condemned Nestorius at Ephesus. 

The attacks against Theodore became more pronounced around the 
mid-430s, when Rabboula, the bishop of Edessa, and Basil, a deacon at 
Constantinople, attacked Theodore and his teacher, Diodore of Tarsus (ca. 
330-ca. 394). They tried to goad Cyril into doing the same, claiming that 
Nestorius’s followers were now rallying around the thought of Diodore and 
Theodore. Cyril openly attacked both around 438 in his now lost work 
Against Diodore and Theodore.* After Cyril died in 444, the fierce attacks 
against Theodore subsided, as attention was focused on the rise of Eutychi- 
anism. The issue of Theodore’s orthodoxy, in fact, seemed to have been 
definitively settled when the fathers at the Council of Chalcedon in 451 
made no explicit reference to him, although they once again condemned 
Nestorius. 

Theodore was mentioned, however, at the council in a letter written by 
Ibas of Edessa (d. 457). When the council fathers reinstated Ibas as the 
bishop of Edessa, he insisted as a sign of his orthodoxy that his letter, con- 
demned at the “Robbers Council” in 449, be read at one of the council ses- 
sions. The fathers listened without any adverse reaction, so it appears, to 


2. In his “Epistle 72 ad Proclum,” PG 77:344-45, Cyril affirmed that he wanted to 
avoid having to condemn a person like Theodore, who had died as a respected member 
of the Church. Later, the fathers at Constantinople II declared that a person could be 
anathematized after his death. See Concilium Universale Constantinopolitanum Sub Jus- 
tiniano Habitum, ed. Johannes Straub, Acta Conciliorum Oecumenicorum, tome 4, vol. 1 
(Berlin: De Gruyter, 1971), 209-10; and Grillmeier, Christ in Christian Tradition, 2:445. 

3. An English translation of the pact can be found in Cyril’s letter to John of Antioch, 
in The Seven Ecumenical Councils, ed. H. R. Percival, NPNE 251-53. 

4. See Grillmeier, Christ in Christian Tradition, 2:414-15. 


the praise Ibas lavished upon Theodore in this letter. Those hostile to Chal- 
cedon reacted negatively, assuming that Ibas’s eulogy for Theodore indicat- 
ed that the fathers favored Theodore’s Christology and were therefore 
Nestorians. Throughout the rest of the fifth century and the first half of the 
sixth, the person of Theodore became a béte noire for the anti-Chalcedo- 
nians. They increasingly regarded him as a symbol of what was wrong 
with Chalcedon. This is ironic, for the number of Theodore’s adherents 
within the empire had diminished from the late fifth century through the 
first half of the sixth. His views were known principally from the collec- 
tions of supposedly heretical statements that his enemies had selectively 
culled from his writings. For the most part, only the East Syrians in the Per- 
sian Empire were familiar with his complete works and still esteemed his 
memory. 

After the death of Theodoret of Cyr (ca. 393-ca. 458), Theodore’s influ- 
ence, as well as that of the famed School of Antioch, simply vanished with- 
in the Byzantine Empire.> He was, of course, still regarded as a common 
enemy by the Apollinarians, the Origenists, the Orthodox and, above all, 
the Monophysites. His name, in fact, was despised by all who regarded the 
Council of Chalcedon as seriously infected by Nestorianism. For all the 
Monophysites, or non-Chalcedonians, were convinced that Theodore’s cus- 
tomary manner of speaking about Christ had been incorporated into Chal- 
cedon’s assertion that “we confess one and the same our Lord Jesus Christ 
[who is] the same perfect in godhead, the same perfect in humanity, truly 
God and truly human, the same of a reasonable soul and body; homoousios 
with the Father in godhead, and the same homoousios with us in humani- 
ty, like us in all things except sin ... one and the same Christ, Son, Lord, 
unique acknowledged in two natures without confusion, without change, 
without division, without separation. ”° 

As the Monophysites of all persuasions grew both in number and in 


5. Grillmeier observes: “The attack on Theodore of Mopsuestia was all the more 
striking as he had already been forgotten within the borders of the Imperial Church.” 
Ibid., 2:420. 

6. For an English translation of the whole passage, see Percival, Seven Ecumenical 
Councils, NPNE, 264. 
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power, especially in Egypt and Syria, their fierce religious antagonism to- 
ward the Orthodox was also dangerously undermining the political unity of 
the empire. Finally, in a desperate effort to reunite the feuding parties, the 
emperor Justinian (483-565, reigned 527-565) first attempted in about 532 
to “bring about the union of post-Chalcedonian parties which were de- 
nouncing each other.”? In 545 he issued an imperial edict condemning The- 
odore, the anti-Cyrillian writings of Theodoret, and the letter he claimed 
was falsely attributed to Ibas of Edessa (2:421-25). These then became 
known as the “Three Chapters.” Later Justinian wrote a letter, probably to 
those members of an Illyrian synod who had refused to subscribe to his 
earlier edict. He replied that his intent was to allay any fears that his previ- 
ous condemnations were designed to undermine the Council of Chalcedon 
and insisted that he wanted to condemn only the heresy of those cited in 
his edict (2:419-23, 426-27). He also seems to have recognized that this 
approach offered him a way to reconcile the Orthodox and the Mono- 
physites in a declaration of faith against a common Nestorian enemy. 

To further his aims, Justinian summoned Pope Vigilius (537-555) to 
Constantinople in 547. Before the pope arrived, the Roman clergy, and lat- 
er the Sardinian and African bishops, admonished him not to condemn 
Theodore, Theodoret, and the letter of Ibas. They were afraid that this 
would undermine, if not repudiate, the Council of Chalcedon. After his ar- 
rival, however, Vigilius secretly accepted Justinian’s edict on the “Three 
Chapters” in two letters sent to the emperor and his wife, the empress 
Theodora (2:426). In 548 the pope published an official Judicatum in 
which he condemned the “Three Chapters.” The West, especially Africa, 
reacted in such a hostile way to this Judicatum that the pope sought to an- 
nul it. Under intense pressure, however, Vigilius again wavered and swore 
an oath to Justinian that he would indeed accede to the condemnations. 

In 551 Justinian issued a decree noteworthy not only for its condemna- 
tion, once again, of the “Three Chapters” but also for the distinction he 
made between the words hypostasis and physis, as well as for his rejection 


7. Grillmeier, Christ in Christian Tradition, 2:418. Hereafter cited parenthetically in 
the text. 


of the soul-body analogy, which he argued implied that Christ’s two na- 
tures had been synthesized into a new nature rather than what the Chris- 
tian faith required: a union of a divine Subject with a created nature 
(2:248). Justinian recognized that such a distinction was critical, for the 
non-Chalcedonians regarded the three Greek terms physis, ousia, and hy- 
postasis as equivalent. Indeed, they interpreted the Chalcedonian passage 
declaring the presence of two natures in Christ to mean that the Chalcedo- 
nians held for two “persons” (2:430). Justinian’s distinction meant that 
Chalcedon’s declaration could also be interpreted as affirming one hyposta- 
sis, as the non-Chalcedonians wanted, while at the same time allowing for 
the existence of two natures subsisting in or “inexisting” in one hypostasis 
or “person” (2:437). 

To resolve the continuing reluctance to his edicts, Justinian sought a 
new ecumenical council, to which Pope Vigilius agreed on January 7, 553. 
It convened at Constantinople on May 5 and is now popularly dubbed the 
“Council of the Three Chapters.” Since the pope adamantly refused to at- 
tend any of the sessions, the patriarch Eutychius served as president, with 
the largest number of bishops coming from the East. Justinian ordered that 
a declaration be read to the full assembly at the outset, in which he insist- 
ed that the true faith of Chalcedon could be protected only by the con- 
demnation of the “impious Three Chapters” (2:438). The council fathers ac- 
ceded to his wish. When pressed to sign the decrees, Vigilius issued a Con- 
stitutum in which he agreed to declare that sixty of Theodore’s excerpts 
were heretical. But he did not want Theodore to be mentioned by name, as 
he was already dead.* Justinian refused to accept Vigilius’s stipulations and 
threatened the pope with excommunication by distinguishing between the 
pope’s person and his office. Justinian maintained that if Theodore were 
not condemned by name, his enemies would not be fully mollified, believ- 
ing that the refusal of the fathers at Chalcedon to protest Ibas’s letter prais- 
ing Theodore expressed approval of his heretical views. The pope finally re- 
lented, and in a letter of December 8, 553, agreed to the decrees about the 


8. For a summary treatment of how Pope Vigilius wavered before finally condemning 
Theodore as a person, see Grillmeier, Christ in Christian Tradition, 2:440-42. 


“Three Chapters”—a capitulation which deeply appalled and angered many 
in the West, especially in Africa and Aquileia, for they understood this to 
be, in fact, a rejection of Chalcedon.’ While Justinian succeeded in obtain- 
ing his condemnations, he failed in his overall objective of reuniting the Or- 
thodox and the non-Chalcedonians. The split became permanent when the 
Muslim armies overran the Middle East in the following century. 


Contemporary Assessments 


From the time of Theodore’s condemnation at the Second Council of 
Constantinople in 553 until around the beginning of the twentieth century, 
he was generally proclaimed the real “Father of Nestorianism.” His rejec- 
tion has been echoed by such famous Christian personages as Cyril of 
Alexandria, the emperor Justinian, the fathers of the Second Council of 
Constantinople, and many modern-day theologians. They have each exam- 
ined Theodore’s Christological writings and have concluded that Theodore 
has indeed been rightly condemned for so overemphasizing Christ’s hu- 
manity that he depicted him as an individual human being with a separate 
existence from God the Word. In fact, the fathers at Constantinople II were 
so alarmed by the threat they perceived in Theodore’s teaching that they 
also anathematized “all those who accept or even defend him or who say 
that he has expounded in an orthodox way or who have written on his be- 
half and his impious writings or who think or have ever thought the same 
and persist in such a heresy as his until the end.” This blanket suppres- 
sion of any effort to understand Theodore’s thought shows how utterly per- 
suaded the council fathers were that Theodore’s way of speaking about 
Christ was not only heretical but dangerous. Their refusal to allow any re- 
examination of Theodore’s teaching contributed in no small way to his en- 
during reputation as one of the foremost heretics in the history of Chris- 
tianity. Several other factors have reinforced this view, among them the 


9. Manlio Simonetti, “Three Chapters,” EEC 2:838. 

10. Conciliorum Oecumenicorum Decreta, 3d ed., ed. Josepho Alberigo et al. 
(Bologna: Scienze Religiose, 1973), 120. I have translated the passage from the original 
Greek text. All subsequent translations from non-English texts are my own, unless other- 
wise indicated. 


fact that relatively few of Theodore’s biblical commentaries and theological 
treatises have survived. We have only six in number, together with a num- 
ber of fragments that have been preserved as examples of his heterodoxy 
and a number of his scriptural interpretations." In addition, only his Cate- 
chetical Homilies, his Commentary on the Twelve Prophets, and part of his 
Commentary on the Psalms have been translated into modern Western lan- 
guages. Most of the others are available only in the original Greek text or in 
their Syriac and Latin versions, apart from occasional passages that mod- 
ern authors have cited. 

Until the beginning of the twentieth century, only the Syrian Church of 
the East contested Theodore’s longstanding reputation as a heretic.'* Then, 
when the Syriac texts of his Commentary on John’s Gospel and Catechetical 
Homilies! were published and scrutinized, a troubling question arose over 
whether the fragments used at Constantinople II to condemn Theodore ac- 
curately portray his Christological views, or whether these can now be 
reinterpreted in an orthodox way in light of the newly recovered docu- 
ments. Two scholars, R. Devreese and Marcel Richard,'* challenged the re- 
liability of the council excerpts on the grounds that they had been altered. 
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If this were true, then one could no longer cite these excerpts as grounds 
for condemning both the works and the person of Theodore. Francis Sulli- 
van ended this controversy over the authenticity of the excerpts with a bril- 
liant textual analysis and established that, except for the three that belong 
to Diodore, all the other fragments are definitively Theodore’s.!5 

Even while granting this, Robert Devreese, Emile Amann, and Paul 
Galtier'® continued to argue that Theodore can be reinterpreted in an ac- 
ceptable orthodox way. Other theologians, such as Rowan A. Greer, Rich- 
ard A. Norris Jr., José Maria Lera, J.N.D. Kelly, and Simon Gerber argue 
that Theodore came to his Christology from a different approach and frame- 
work from that of Cyril and Constantinople II and ought not be judged sole- 
ly by the latter.!”? Others, among them Martin Jugie, Wilhelm de Vries, Kevin 
McNamara, F. Sullivan, John Romanides, Arthur Vodbus, and, to some ex- 
tent, Alois Grillmeier, strongly disagree.!* These theologians praise Theo- 
dore for his sincere efforts to safeguard the full humanity of Christ but con- 
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clude that he ultimately failed to anchor the true unity of Christ’s natures in 
the Person of the Word. Such a judgment has prevailed up to the present. 


A New Approach 


This work will not repeat what previous scholars have set forth at 
length, especially as regards the possible influence of rhetorical and philo- 
sophical thought upon Theodore. Rather it will enter into topics that have 
yet to be explored: the three principal roles that Theodore assigns to Christ 
in salvation as the head of the “body” that is his church; the head who re- 
capitulates the “body” of the universe; and the perfect visible image whose 
“bodily” nature reveals the invisible God. My intent here is to bring into 
sharper focus what Theodore affirms to be Christ’s humanity’s indispensa- 
ble roles in implementing God’s plan for salvation for creation. I contend 
that this awareness provides useful insights into how Theodore conceived 
of the union, in general, between a spiritual and bodily component and, in 
particular, between the divine and human natures of Christ. This knowl- 
edge will clarify what Theodore means by a union of Christ’s natures oc- 
curring within a “common prosdpon” and being “an indwelling of good 
pleasure as in His Son [a translation that I shall defend].” It will reveal not 
only how Theodore’s understanding of the term “person” differs from the 
one that Cyril and others employ to justify a logical and linguistic basis for 
uttering such statements as “the Word suffered” and “Mary is truly the 
mother of God.” All these points will, I hope, provide a new and wider 
context for reassessing the excerpts cited at the Second Council of Constan- 
tinople as certain proof that Theodore actually held, despite his impas- 
sioned denials, for a voluntary, moral kind of union of Christ’s natures that 
is operational and, therefore, heretical. 

Underlying my approach is the belief that we can uncover the theolog- 
ical framework that governs Theodore’s thought about universal salvation 
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through an understanding of the roles that Christ plays in this venture. 
While granting that a sizeable portion of Theodore’s writings have been 
lost, I have found that there is more than enough material to deal with this 
subject of salvation, particularly in Theodore’s commentaries on Paul’s mi- 
nor epistles and John’s Gospel, and in his Catechetical Homilies. There is 
admittedly a problem in that Theodore wrote at a time when Christological 
terminology was still evolving. Yet there does appear to be present in his 
writings a truly consistent outlook that shaped his thought. This will be ev- 
ident in the steadfast positions that he takes in opposition to Origen’s de- 
fense of allegory as an acceptable way of interpreting God’s revelation in 
Scripture and even more so in his rejection of Apollinaris’s endorsement of 
a “Word-flesh” rather than a “Word-man” Christology. Since Theodore was 
a student and young theologian during a troubled time, when the Church 
was convulsed by the Arian crisis and the Antiochene dispute with Apolli- 
naris, Theodore’s synthetic theological outlook regarding God’s plan for 
salvation probably belongs to his later life as a bishop at Mopsuestia. This 
is also suggested by the likelihood that most of the material with which we 
will be dealing dates from this period of his life. 


Outline 


Theodore lived during an era in which paradigmatic shifts were occur- 
ring in Christianity—not only regarding the correct ways to exegete a scrip- 
tural text and to speak of both the Word and Jesus as the Christ in accor- 
dance with creedal, liturgical, and pious traditions, but also regarding the 
best way to explain the meaning and effects of the sacraments of baptism 
and the Eucharist. Affected significantly by the Christological dispute over 
how the Word and Jesus are “one and the same,” as well as by the patris- 
tic understanding and use of typology, the sacraments began to be de- 
scribed no longer as types, signs, and symbols (the way Theodore de- 
scribed them), but in realistic terms as divinely revealed sacramental ways 
to participate in God’s divine life such that those who received the sacra- 
ments were “divinized.” For, as Cyril reasoned, to receive the body of 
Christ is to share in the life of the Word. 

My approach, therefore, to the question of Theodore’s views of the 
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roles that Christ’s humanity plays within the history of salvation will be to 
move forward in ever-descending and reinforcing spirals. Since none of the 
salvific roles that will be discussed in the following chapters is fully ex- 
plained as such in Theodore’s extant works, I intend to show how the 
same pattern is repeated in each one of the roles in which Christ’s human- 
ity serves as the head of his body that is the church and the head of the 
“body” of the universe, as well as the perfect “visible image of God.” All of 
this bolsters my conviction that an underlying theological viewpoint guides 
Theodore’s thought on salvation. In other words, we can infer from his 
treatment of the roles of Christ’s humanity in God’s salvific plan for all cre- 
ation that Theodore had evolved a comprehensive outlook that he adapted 
to each of these roles. This will not only highlight the mediating role that 
Christ’s human “body” plays in salvation but will also prepare us to realize 
what Theodore means by “person” and the union of Christ’s natures as a 
“common prosdpon” and an “indwelling of good pleasure as in His Son.” 
This outlook makes sense only if there is a link between Theodore’s soteri- 
ology and his Christology. 

The chapters proceed through logical and ever-narrowing stages. I be- 
gin in Chapter 2 with a consideration of Theodore’s own method of exege- 
sis. I do not belabor what others have already done or enter into disputed 
questions other than to highlight what will help us to understand how and 
why Theodore interprets Scripture as he does. For, besides being conscious 
of how he was influenced by his rhetorical training, we want to be more 
sensitive to what appears to have been the intellectual impact upon him of 
such diverse sources as his teacher Diodore, the early Antiochene tradition 
that he inherited, possible Jewish, Stoic, and Aristotelian elements, his 
own temperament, and the evolution of his own thought. I am most inter- 
ested in answering two questions: first, why is Theodore so committed to a 
literal, historical, rational kind of interpretation and so antagonistic to Ori- 
gen’s allegorical exegesis? And, second, what are his criteria for a true ty- 
pology? The second question is critical, because Theodore developed his 
understanding of the roles of Christ’s humanity in salvation on the basis 
of his archetypal relationship to Adam as the head of a mortal human 
existence, the bond of the universe, and the favored “image of God.” 
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The next three chapters—3, 4, and 5—explore Theodore’s literal and ra- 
tional method of exegesis and his drawing out the typological meaning he 
discerns in Adam and Christ’s roles as the heads of human and cosmic ex- 
istence and as the “images of God.” I begin in Chapter 3 with a brief elab- 
oration of Theodore’s understanding of salvation and the roles Adam and 
Christ’s humanity in salvation as the heads of two kinds of “bodily” exis- 
tence. Adam is the head of an earthly mortal existence. When he sins, he 
keeps all creation in a mortal state that then disposes other humans to sin. 
Christ’s humanity, by contrast, is the head of an immortal existence. His 
sinless life enables all those who are united to him by nature to participate 
also in the immortal life that his humanity now enjoys in heaven. To share 
in this new life in a heavenly union with God, a human being must be 
united vitally to Christ as the living members of a body are to their head. 
This continuing “bodily” union means that those who are united directly to 
his humanity are also indirectly in a true union with God because of his 
humanity’s true “exact” union with the Word. So, just as Adam affected 
the union of creation with God in a negative way, so Christ’s humanity en- 
ables humans also to participate in his victory over sin and death. 

I then consider in the same chapter the two sacramental ways Theo- 
dore believes that humans can now share in the immortal life of Christ’s 
humanity as members of his “body.” To clarify how Theodore conceived of 
the spiritual effects that baptism and the Eucharist have upon their recipi- 
ents, I examine the principal arguments raised by Wilhelm de Vries, on one 
side, and by Ignatio Onatibia and Luise Abramowski, on the other, con- 
cerning Theodore’s conclusions about the real efficacy of these sacraments. 
De Vries believed that Theodore looked at baptism and the Eucharist as 
types, symbols, and signs that are effective in three ways: they provide for- 
giveness of sins, they provide actual grace for living a present virtuous life, 
and they provide a sense of hope that one can attain immortality in the 
next life, but without any real participation in the divine life of the risen 
Christ. I next summarize the major arguments advanced by Onatibia and 
Abramowski against de Vries and elaborate on their chief arguments by 
showing how Theodore’s understanding of a type also provides a clearer 
insight into the present spiritual effects he attributes to the sacraments. For 
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Theodore, baptism constitutes one as a living member of Christ’s body and 
the Eucharist nourishes this life. Both of these sacraments typify for Theo- 
dore the future immortal life that awaits a person in heaven in a way simi- 
lar to how an embryo grows into an adult human being, provided no obsta- 
cle intervenes to block his or her development. This dynamic element 
within a type indicates why Theodore was convinced that the sacraments 
provide not merely some sort of hope but a hope that God has guaranteed 
will be fulfilled because one is participating even here and now in Christ’s 
humanity’s immortal life and union with God. 

Chapter 4 assesses Theodore’s understanding of Christ’s role in the sal- 
vation of the rest of creation. As Paul affirms, the spiritual powers and the 
material world are groaning, too, to share in the salvation God has prom- 
ised to the members of Christ’s body. To explain this role, Theodore turns 
once again to the typology he found in the New Testament. He regards 
both Adam’s and Christ’s humanity as the bonds uniting the spiritual and 
material worlds to form one “body,” with themselves as their heads, for 
the angelic and spiritual powers are akin to the human soul, and the mate- 
rial world to the human body. When Adam sinned, allowing death to be- 
come an actuality, this meant that the human soul not only departed from 
its body but also broke the bond uniting the spiritual and material worlds 
with humans and thus severed their harmonious union with one another 
and with God. Adam’s initial role in salvation history, however, is both a 
prefiguring and a type of the role Christ will play in recapitulating creation 
within his own human nature and bringing all to fulfillment by his death 
and resurrection. This integrating and peaceful union of all creation with 
its Creator through Christ’s humanity is the archetypal fulfillment God has 
intended from the beginning. In the next life in heaven, this existence will 
be become permanent because of the immortality and immutability that 
Christ has achieved for all creation. 

Theodore’s two references to humans as the bond uniting all creation 
and to the universe as a “body” raise two questions: what is his source for 
the view that humans are the bonds of the universe? And is the idea of the 
universe constituting “one” body to be taken literally, or as a metaphor? 
Ulrich Wickert believes that Theodore depends upon a Stoic understanding 
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of humans as the bond of the universe and has adapted this to cohere with 
his view of salvation. Wickert is also convinced that Theodore’s notions of 
the universe as a “body” and of those united to Christ as the “body” of 
Christ are metaphorical. To amplify this view we must inquire into how 
Theodore interprets the passages in Colossians and Ephesians where Christ 
is said to be the one who “recapitulates” the universe and serves as the di- 
vine “pleréma.” As the root meaning of “recapitulation” illustrates, Christ’s 
humanity as the visible “image of the invisible God” is also the one who 
“re-heads” the “body” of the universe. For Theodore, since the cosmos 
forms the “body” of Christ, it can share in the immortality of Christ’s hu- 
manity. As for the term “plerdma,” Theodore interprets this in a unique 
way among the fathers. He is convinced that Paul is asserting that Christ is 
fully not only in the “body” that is his church but also in the “body” that 
the universe forms. Christ’s humanity permeates all those existing within 
the cosmos in such a way that all form one “body,” with him as their head. 
This view raises further questions as to whether the source of Theodore’s 
understanding of humans as the “bond” of the universe is from Paul rather 
than from Stoicism, and whether Theodore understands the universe as 
constituting one “body” in some sort of an organic way. 

Chapter 5 provides us with clues as to how Theodore used typology to 
illuminate the roles of both Adam’s and Christ’s humanity in salvation. He 
compares and contrasts how Adam and Christ serve as God’s true images. 
In a way that is unique among the fathers (including his three fellow Anti- 
ochenes, Diodore, John Chrysostom [ca. 350-407], and Theodoret), Theo- 
dore explains the phrase “image of God” as the functional way that Adam 
reveals God’s existence and will, acts as the master of the material world, 
serves as the bond of the universe, and provides the means whereby crea- 
tures can give glory to God by their caring for the needs of other human 
beings. If one takes all these roles, especially that of Adam as the bond of 
the universe, as typical, in inferior ways, of those roles that the early chap- 
ters of Colossians assign to Christ’s humanity as the perfect “image of 
God,” then we have grounds to bolster our arguments that Theodore has 
drawn these functional roles of how Christ’s humanity images God from a 
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Pauline source. It also further strengthens what I have argued for in the 
previous chapter: that Theodore has derived them from what he saw as 
Paul’s view of the universe forming one “body.” 

To gain further insight into the relational bond that Theodore saw exist- 
ing between Christ’s humanity as the visible “image of God” and the Word 
as the “invisible image,” I apply Theodore’s criterion that a true type must 
not only image its reality but be related to it in a dynamic way whereby the 
fulfillment is guaranteed. Because God has decreed the bond, one is as- 
sured that Christ’s humanity is truly, visibly imaging in a most perfect way 
the Word, and therefore that those who see the visible Christ are also see- 
ing the Father and the Word because of the Word’s unity in one nature 
with his Father. As we shall see, Theodore explains this in terms of John 
14:9: “the one who sees me sees the Father.” Thus, because Christ’s hu- 
manity functions in this union as God’s true visible “image,” his visible hu- 
manity can receive the worship due God not because he is human but be- 
cause his humanity perfectly images God. For Christ’s human exterior 
reveals the presence of the Word dwelling within his humanity, just as in 
Jewish thought the body cannot be conceived apart from its soul. Theo- 
dore does not have a dualistic outlook but a unitary one. 

By connecting the role of Christ’s humanity as the “image of God” with 
his mediating roles as the one who binds and recapitulates all humanity, 
the spiritual powers, and the corporeal world within himself, Theodore re- 
veals how these roles overlap with one another and convey a synthetic 
view of salvation. The term “Christ,” signifying the union and unity of his 
human with his divine nature, truly symbolizes and effects the harmonious 
union of the whole universe with God. Because all human beings and the 
angelic and material worlds are bound in a “corporeal” way to Christ’s hu- 
manity, they all can be rightly said to be “one” in Christ’s human nature 
and therefore able to share in his immortal union with God. So too do hu- 
mans, provided they remain living members of his “body” by freely pursu- 
ing a life of virtue. By being the one “head” to whom all other creatures are 
“bodily” united, Christ’s humanity serves as their binding mediator with 
God. Because Christ is also God, the union of his two natures as “one” 
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means that he is the perfect mediator who effects as well as images the 
peaceful harmony God has willed to exist in heaven between all created 
beings and himself. 

Chapters 3 through 5 prepare us for a deeper reflection on what Theo- 
dore means by his term prosdpon and his two phrases for the union, the 
“common prosdpon” and an “indwelling of good pleasure as in His Son.” 
Because of confusion as to what Theodore intends by these terms, I exam- 
ine the words the fathers used to express who Christ is and the kind of 
union that has to exist between the Word and Christ’s humanity, first in 
general and then in Theodore’s own usage. I then look at what he meant 
by the first of his two phrases for the unity of Christ’s natures: his “com- 
mon prosépon.” We shall learn that he uses this phrase not in a metaphys- 
ical sense but to portray how the Synoptics depict who Christ is by the vis- 
ible ways that he acts as “one” in human and divine ways. I then examine 
the three analogies Theodore uses to exemplify why one can rightly affirm 
the possibility of the existence of two natures in one common prosdépon. 
Theodore likens the union of Christ’s natures to those between God and 
his temple, a husband and his wife in one flesh, and the soul and its body 
forming one person. I elaborate at length on the implications of the last 
analogy for grasping what Theodore means by a common prosdépon, for 
this analogy is the clearest example of why he says Christ’s two natures 
can be “two yet one.” But more tellingly, it suggests why and how Theo- 
dore insists that it is possible for Christ’s two natures to operate as one. 
Chapter 6 concludes with an examination of how Christ’s salvific roles as 
the heads of the church and the universe and as the “image of God” not 
only relate to but also clarify what Theodore intends by his phrase “one 
prosopon.” 

Chapter 7 continues the explanation of what Theodore intends by the 
union of Christ’s divinity and humanity in “one prosdpon.” When pressed 
to state what kind of union the common prosdépon is, Theodore excludes 
both a substantial and an operational union. Resorting to scriptural terms, 
he describes it as being an “indwelling of good pleasure as in God’s Son.” 
His adversaries interpreted this to mean a voluntary and moral union in 


which God dwells in Christ as he does with his saints in grace, but in a far 
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superior way. I seek to determine what Theodore meant by his ambivalent 
Greek phrase, for it can be rendered in two ways, “as in a son” and “as in 
His Son.” I argue that the latter translation is preferable, because Theodore 
explains it in other extant passages and because it ought to be interpreted 
in light of Colossians 1-2. The sacred writer is speaking here of Christ as 
being God’s Son in whom the heavens and earth are bound and recapitu- 
lated and in whom the divine pleréma dwells “in a bodily way.” This leads 
to the question of how the assuming Word and the assumed humanity can 
function as “one.” I argue that the answer is found in Theodore’s analogy 
likening the union of Christ’s divine and human natures to that of the soul 
with its body. I do so in light of how Nemesius, an early contemporary of 
Theodore at Antioch, demonstrates how the soul relates to its body. So, 
while Theodore rejects Apollinaris’s use of the analogy to express how 
Christ can have one nature, he believes that it suggests how Christ’s two 
natures can remain integral on one level and be united as one on another 
level. This provides a context for grasping what he intends by his explana- 
tion. I also consider the role the Spirit plays in enabling Christ’s human na- 
ture to be united to the Word and to be freely functioning in the union dur- 
ing his earthly life, especially in his role as the unique mediator of graces 
for others. I conclude with an expanded treatment of what seems to be 
Theodore’s communicatio idiomatum, that is, his way of speaking about 
Christ’s human and divine natures and their union in the ego of Christ’s 
one common prosdépon. I then explore the full ramifications of how he 
likens the ways attributes can be assigned to each nature and to their com- 
mon prosépon to the similar ways one can refer to the union of the soul 
with its body as one person. 

The aim of Chapter 8 is to spell out the principal charges raised against 
Theodore’s orthodoxy. I first summarize the primary points advanced in 
the seventy-one excerpts and the creed contained in the Acta of the Second 
Council of Constantinople that were accepted as evidence of Theodore’s 
heterodoxy. Because some have been incorporated into the conciliar anath- 
emas, we possess some indication of what the fathers found objectionable 
in these citations, but even here there is no in-depth elaboration. We do, 
however, have at least hints of what troubled the fathers in the concise 
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headings attached to some of the excerpts. To understand, therefore, the 
likely reasons why these passages from Theodore’s works were thought to 
be heretical, I shall summarize the principal arguments that two modern- 
day theologians offer in agreement with the council’s condemnation, and, 
for balance, two others who disagree. 

The aim of Chapter 9 is to reassess the principal charges raised against 
Theodore’s orthodoxy in light of the earlier chapters. I begin by citing pas- 
sages where Theodore explicitly denies that he looks upon Christ as a mere 
man and lays bare the general parameters of his own thought by rejecting 
the position of his adversaries. I then review the major arguments for why 
he and his works have been condemned and address each in light of the 
wider systematic outlook proposed here. My concern is threefold: does an 
understanding of Christ’s roles in salvation support Theodore’s claim that 
he holds Christ to be more than a mere man? Does Theodore’s manner of 
speaking about the union of Christ’s natures fulfill what is traditionally re- 
quired for a substantial unity of Christ’s natures? And does Theodore’s 
teaching fatally undermine the full unity that Cyril and others maintain 
must be present, especially by what appears to be his inability to state that 
the Word alone is the subject of all of Christ’s human attributes and opera- 
tions? This last question goes to the heart of the mystery of how Christ can 
be truly and fully human as well as truly and fully divine, especially in re- 
gard to what Christ knew in a human way and whether he was able truly 
to grow both in human freedom and virtue as well as be subject to the 
temptations and passions that all humans experience. I conclude by con- 
sidering the specific charges leveled against Theodore’s exegetical interpre- 
tations, especially that he has weakened, if not broken, the nexus between 
the Hebrew Scripture and the New Testament. 

The concluding chapter considers the strengths and weaknesses of The- 
odore’s approach, examining what ought to be the “correct” standard for 
appraising whether and to what extent Theodore’s Christological formula- 
tions can be said to be orthodox or heretical, especially whether the tradi- 
tional communicatio idiomatum suffices for this purpose. I consider Paul 
Galtier’s proposition that Theodore’s writings and person ought to be 
judged in light of all the conciliar Christological declarations, not merely on 
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the basis of a communicatio idiomatum emanating out of the decrees of 
Ephesus and Constantinople II. Galtier believes it is necessary to assess 
Theodore’s Christology also in light of the Council of Chalcedon (to which 
one can add that of Constantinople III’s declaration). I also consider 
whether Theodore ought to have been condemned as a person. 

The answers to these questions will reveal, I think, Theodore’s brilliant 
theological mind working at a time when the Church fathers were initially 
formulating how best to profess who Christ is in a way that would defend 
Christ’s full humanity as well as his divinity. Theodore’s approach can be 
instructive for those today who approach Christ from a “low Christology” 
that regards Christ as a brother who, while being God, is entirely human, 
like all other men and women except in the matter of sin. For we live in an 
age where the emphasis on a historical critical perspective has focused at- 
tention upon the human Jesus. Finally, I conclude with a consideration of 
how Theodore’s approach is also valuable for its insights into how the 
“body” plays a pivotal role within the salvation of humanity and the whole 
cosmos. It brings home how absolutely essential is the “body” in God’s 
plan for the salvific union of all creatures with himself. 
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2. THEODORE’S METHOD OF 
INTERPRETING SCRIPTURE 


N ONE OF HISTORY’S MOST IRONIC TWISTS, Theo- 

dore of Mopsuestia and Origen stand out in patristic 

times as the two pre-eminent Christian scriptural schol- 
ars, yet they were also denounced as two of the most hated 
heretics of the period. In their own day they were recognized 
as the leaders of the two most respected—and often generally 
antagonistic'—traditions: that of Alexandria and that of Anti- 
och. Though Origen will be mentioned in passing as a foil to 
Theodore, our principal preoccupation here is Theodore, 
whom José Lera described as “the most eminent representa- 
tive of the School of Antioch, in its exegetical and theological 
tendencies,” and whom H. B. Swete called the one who 
“stands out among ancient expositors of Scripture almost 
alone—that of an independent inquirer, provided with a true 


1. There is not, of course, a rigid, polarized difference between these 
two patristic exegetical schools. 
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method of eliciting the sense of his author, and considerable skill in the use 
of it.”? 

My goal is not to repeat what others have uncovered about Theodore’s 
exegetical method or, for that matter, about Antiochene exegesis in general. 
For those so interested, Albert Viciano’s lengthy article furnishes a meticu- 
lous summary of the prodigious scholarly research that has already been 
published in both areas.’ I have rather a twofold purpose: (1) to determine, 
as completely as possible, what factors have most influenced Theodore’s 
literal, historical, and rational emphasis in exegesis, particularly from his 
early rhetorical education, his scriptural training under his famed teacher 
Diodore, his own temperament, and the development in his outlook, espe- 
cially as regards inspiration; and (2) to expose his understanding of typol- 
ogy, as he has used it to explore the theological significance of how Adam 
and Christ’s humanity serves as the heads of humanity and creation, as 
well as the bonds of the universe and the “images of God.” 

Let us begin with key passages from Theodore’s extant works that ex- 
plain why he interprets a passage as he does. I shall then turn to the influ- 
ences on Theodore’s exegesis, namely, his rhetorical education as a youth 
and his scriptural training under Diodore at his school at Antioch. His 
training under Diodore will reveal what was characteristic of the Antioch- 
ene tradition that Theodore inherited, especially its commitment to a “his- 


2. Lera, “Théodore de Mopsueste,” 386-87; [H. B. Swete], “Theodorus,” in Dictio- 
nary of Christian Biography, Literature, Sects and Doctrines, ed. W. Smith and H. Wace 
(London: J. Murray, 1877), 947. Although there is no author listed for the article, it was 
undoubtedly written by H. B. Swete. 

3. For a summary of the various theories concerning Antiochene methods of interpre- 
tation, see Albert Viciano, “Das Formale Verfahren der Antiochenischen Scriftauslegung: 
Ein Forschungiiberblick,” in Stimuli (Munich: Aschendorff, 1996), 370-405. Viciano 
treats the publications that deal with the Antiochene exegesis up to 1996. He highlights 
the different schools of thought that have developed between the classical philology of 
Christoph Schdaublin, Untersuchungen zu Methode und Herkunft der Antiochenischen Ex- 
egese, Theophaneia 23 (Cologne: Hanstein, 1974), and Manlio Simonetti’s opinion that 
the origin of the Antiochene exegesis is to be sought in Christian, Jewish, and pagan 
sources. Viciano sides with Simonetti, believing that Theodore’s theological outlook was 
the motivating factor in his use of his classically rhetorical principles. He also notes (209) 
that Schaublin was in dialogue with Simonetti and has accepted some of his (unspeci- 
fied) observations. 
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torical” kind of interpretation and its outspoken opposition to Origen’s al- 
legorical method. I shall also consider whether and to what extent Jewish, 
Stoic, and Aristotelian concepts influenced Theodore. 

In the second section of this chapter, I shall analyze Theodore’s under- 
standing of typology and his main criteria for judging what is a true type 
(in contrast to an allegorical interpretation), as well as his viewpoint on 
theoria and an accommodated sense in exegesis. All of this will prepare us 
for the following chapters, which look at how Theodore regards Adam’s 
roles as the head of human mortal existence, as the bond of the universe, 
and as God’s image as typifying the roles of Christ’s humanity as the head 
of an immortal existence, as the one who recapitulates the universe within 
himself, and as the perfect visible “image of God.” I am most interested in 
the kind of relational bond that Theodore sees uniting a type to its arche- 
typal fulfillment. This will be particularly germane when we address what 
Theodore proposes by a “common prosdépon” and by his union of Christ’s 


natures as an “indwelling of good pleasure as in God’s Son.” 


Theodore’s Own Statements 


Several passages in Theodore’s extant writings explicitly affirm how 
and why he exegetes a passage as he does. “Our purpose, therefore, in this 
book, with the help of the omnipotent God, is this: that in explaining 
[these] words, we do not omit anything of those matters that are difficult 
for others. Nor will we tarry over those evident to all by a simple reading. 
Indeed, when we comment on any book, our intent is not to introduce any 
superfluous words into our exposition, as we will [not] now do, insofar as 
we can. For we think that the task of an interpreter is this: to explain words 
that are difficult for most, while the task of the preacher is, after reflection, 
to speak about those matters that are clear.”* 

Theodore is also firmly convinced that the Scriptures have been written 
with the declared intent of revealing God’s will or at least hinting at it: “For 
this reason the divine books also used words in an equal way in what they 
intend and at what they hint” (13/8). He is adamant on this point, insist- 


4. TJA, 4/2. The left number is the Syriac page, the right, the Latin translation. This 
system will be followed throughout this chapter. 
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ing that it is not what one thinks is important but what the text actually 
discloses. In commenting on the passage in which Jesus is said to have 
loved John more, Theodore remarks: “But each one may think as he wants 
to about this. For it is not according to how I think, that we [ought to] 
judge [such] a human issue” (5/2). Rather an exegete’s task is first and 
foremost to respect the text itself and to express its meaning in as brief and 
exact a way as possible. “Likewise in my interpretation of the psalm, I will 
also fully respect the substance of the text, being anxious only, as [is] my 
custom, to voice the exact sense that a word possesses and also [do so] 
briefly. ”® 

An example of how Theodore exegetes a text is his commentary on 
what the Gospel of John means when it affirms that Jesus and the Father 
are one. While an interpreter ought to be fully aware of how a word is used 
in other passages, he must seek its meaning in its own context: “Therefore, 
because it is evident that [the word] ‘one’ is spoken of in many ways, be- 
ing spoken of as both a [unity of] likeness and as a [unity of] agreement, 
one is not to ask whether or not this is said in this or in another place. 
Rather one ought to inquire into this [as to] how or in what sense it is spo- 
ken of here: whether as an equality or in some other way. The context in 
which it is [now] spoken [here] also indicates that one ought, above all, to 
trust the meaning of what is [actually] said—that he said that he is ‘one’ in 
the sense of [their] power [being one] and that he can prevail over all. This 
is discerned by interpreting the words.”° One should note here that Theo- 
dore uses the same word, “exact,” to express the relationship between a 
text and its meaning and the ways that Christ’s outward human and divine 
actions reflect his human and divine natures. 

Theodore also notes how Scripture frequently employs comparisons to 
demonstrate the suitability of one thing to another: “Nevertheless, who 
does not know that [the word] ‘as’ is spoken of in an illustrative way when 
it compares one thing to another. For if it is, in fact, spoken of thus, it is 


5. Theodore of Mopsuestia, Fragments syriaque, 189:14/190:18. All translations are 
mine and are based on the Syriac. The translator and editor, van Rompay, notes that the 
present text is corrupt here. 

6. TJA, 215/153. 
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also confirming the suitability’ of what is said by this relationship. Indeed 
this usage is frequent in Scripture” (35/24). As we shall see later, this has 
a special application for understanding the analogies Theodore uses to sug- 
gest the kind of union he is proposing for Christ’s natures. He clearly 
points out that it is not necessary to elaborate on all the details of a com- 
parison—a point that is significant when he likens the union of the soul 
and body within a person to the union of the divine and human natures in 
Christ’s common prosdépon: “Because it is clear that these things were said 
by the Lord by way of illustration, it is not necessary for us to speak of the 
whole illustration. .. . [but rather showing] what is the force of the words 
[as to] how the Scriptures are to be understood” (26/25). In other words, 
one must attend to the point that Theodore considers important and not 
struggle to apply his analogy in every detail. 

As the following quotation indicates, Theodore notes that, although he 
is reluctant to respond directly to opposing interpretations, he is forced by 
these to clarify his position: “For we believe this is the task of an inter- 
preter: to explicate the true meaning of a thought not only by what is said 
but also by refuting contrary conjectures” (28/19). This point needs to be 
somewhat qualified, however, by Theodore’s refusal to make the refutation 
of adversaries his primary concern. His focus is on the text itself: “[These 
adversaries] raise many other objections to this [position]—which we can 
refer to and refute one by one; but there is not time. For our intent is to in- 
terpret the texts, not at all to refute heresies” (209-10/149). 


Sources of Theodore’s Exegesis 


My purpose here is to determine not so much the sources of Theodore’s 
exegesis but the influences that appear to have shaped the evolution of his 
thought. It is more concerned about why Theodore interpreted scriptural 
passages as he did, and whether he is consistent in his method of exeget- 
ing a text. 

Theodore believes that his systematic outlook regarding God’s plan of 


7. I think that the Syriac word in TJA, Spi’¢wt’ (abundance), ought to be replaced by 
the Spi’rwt? (suitability). The latter makes better sense in the present context. 
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salvation is present in Scripture. He is sure that one can discern God’s in- 
tent in a particular text by means of a literal and rational interpretation of 
what a sacred writer actually wrote. He also believes that one is able to de- 
rive theological meaning from a close examination of the types that he is 
convinced God established within the Scriptures between two historical 
persons, events, actions, traditions, etc. For him, the type and its archetype 
illuminate the spiritual meaning of each other in God’s plan for salvation. 
This is important because the ways that Adam serves as a type of Christ’s 
human nature illumines the salvific roles of Christ’s humanity and vice 


versa. 


Rhetorical Education 


As a youth, Theodore was probably educated at the school of the cele- 
brated Sophist teacher Libanius (314-ca. 393). Libanius’s school was 
founded at Antioch in 354, around the time that Theodore and John 
Chrysostom were born. It quickly attained a reputation as one of the most 
elite rhetorical schools in the empire, its graduates excelling as successful 
leaders in the civic, political, and commercial life of the Roman-Byzantine 
Empire. As one would expect, this schooling shaped Theodore’s early 
thinking. How profoundly it influenced his grammatical analysis and 
rhetorical interpretations, particularly in his earliest works on the Psalms 
and the twelve Minor Prophets, is thoroughly explored in studies by 
Christoph Shdublin, Frances Young, and John O’Keefe.? 


8. Such schools as Libanius’s were one of the principal agents for the spread of the 
Hellenistic culture throughout the then-known world. Libanius is also famous because 
many of his writings have survived and provide us with valuable information about the 
political, social, economic, and educational life at Antioch throughout the second half of 
the fourth century. For a study that has made extended use of Libanius’s writings, see A. 
Harrent, Les Ecoles d’Antioche (Paris: Thorin, 1878), and for a summary of the social sig- 
nificance of Libanius’s letters, see Glanville Downey, A History of Antioch in Syria from 
Seleucus to the Arab Conquest (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1961), 373-79. 

9. Schaublin, Untersuchungen, esp. 84-155; Frances M. Young, “The Rhetorical 
Schools and Their Influence on Patristic Exegesis,” in The Making of Orthodoxy: Essays in 
Honor of Henry Chadwick, ed. Rowan Williams (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 
1989), 182-99; and also Young’s Biblical Exegesis and the Formation of Christian Culture 
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1997); John J. O’Keefe, “‘A Letter That Killeth’: 
Toward a Reassessment of Antiochene Exegesis, or Diodore, Theodore, and Theodoret on 
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Theodore’s early education probably passed through three stages. The 
first, lasting seven years, emphasized reading, writing, and arithmetic’ the 
second stage, lasting three to four years, grammar, etymology, exegesis, 
history, and dialectic.° The climactic third stage would have stressed 
rhetorical, literary, and sophistical principles of composition, the technical 
skill in speaking from a text and in the art of improvising, and training in 
logic and the virtues." What is striking here is the lack of formal philo- 
sophical schooling other than in logic and ethics. This is understandable 
when one considers that the two schools of rhetoric and philosophy had 
divergent goals, which created a certain tension between them. The philos- 
ophers looked upon the rhetoricians as so concerned with technique that 
they valued form over substance. The rhetoricians countered that their ap- 
proach was more relevant for the virtues for everyday life than the philoso- 
phers’ airy abstractions. !* 

There are many similarities between the rhetorical principles of the 
schools and the Antiochene exegetical method as practiced by Theodore. 
The schools emphasized discerning the historical context of a work, estab- 
lishing a text’s reliability and its author’s principal intent and argument,” 
ascertaining the significance and force of an author’s punctuation and sen- 
tence structure, and employing a precise style and a methodical examina- 
tion of other passages related to the one under consideration!*—all charac- 


the Psalms,” Journal of Early Christian Studies 8, no. 1, 83-104. See also [Swete], 
“Theodorus,” 947. 

10. See Harrent, Les Ecoles d’Antioche, 74-82. 

11. Ibid., 83-102. 

12. Ibid., 224-26. 

13. Schaublin, Untersuchungen, 84, sums this up well: “Each book [of Scripture] 
should be understood and interpreted on the basis of a particular historical situation 
[that is] to be recognized by the exegetes.” My translation. 

14. See Josef Martin, Antike Rhetorik: Technik und Methode (Munich: Beck, 1974). 
Theodore believed that a text had only one aim. This led him to oppose on principle all 
those who would interpret a Psalm as containing a reference to Christ, even in those in- 
stances where the gospel affirms that Jesus is said to have referred to the words of the 
Psalm, such as Psalm 21 (or, as in most versions, 22). While Theodore is reluctant to find 
Christ mentioned in the Psalms, we do have the instance where in his commentary on 
Psalm 44 (45) he refers particular verses to the Word and others to Christ qua man. What 
is interesting here is that he affirms the presence of only one prosdpon, as seen in his sec- 
tion 8b: “But also because [the verse] ‘Therefore God, your God, has anointed you’ does 
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teristics of Theodore’s exegesis and often spelled out in the prologues to 
his works. Moreover, Theodore’s rhetorical training may have taught him 
to weigh the significance of individual words in a sentence, to paraphrase 
a sentence to clarify its thought, to compare the meaning of a word in con- 
text with its meaning in other contexts, and to be in all things brief. Theo- 
dore used all of these practical tools to unlock the literal meaning of scrip- 
tural passages that he believed contained God’s inspired message.'® 

H. B. Swete has also studied Theodore’s grammatical method of exege- 
sis. Although he does not associate this with Theodore’s rhetorical train- 
ing, his analysis is valuable in reinforcing how Theodore consistently inter- 
preted Scripture and for demonstrating Theodore’s use of these practices: 
“the precision with which he adheres to the letter of the author... . his 
readiness to press into service of the interpreter those minor words which 
are commonly overlooked .. . his attention to the niceties of grammar and 
punctuation ... his keen discussion of doubtful readings ... [and] his 
acuteness in seizing on the idtapata of Scripture ... in bringing out the 
points of a parable or discourse.”!®° Other scholars who have argued that 
Theodore derived his method of exegesis from the methods used in the 
rhetorical schools support Swete’s analysis. They have also demonstrated 
the precision of Theodore’s examination of words and the kind of person- 
ality he had. In Swete’s words, “The more difficult or obscure arguments 
are worked out in detail, with varying success, but for the most part with a 
genuine effort to grasp the mind of the Apostle.”!” In brief, Scripture is the 
sourcebook for Theodore’s understanding of truth, while his rhetorical 
training provided him the tools that he needed to determine the inspired 
meaning of the sacred writer. 


not apply to God the Father. It is clearly then to be reckoned that these things are said of 
Christ in a way so wondrous to us. He both divided the natures and demonstrated the 
unity of the [one] person (prosdpon).” The text is found in Theodore of Mopsuestia, 
Commentaire sur les Psaumes, 289. See too Rowan Greer’s interpretation of this Psalm in 
Theodore of Mopsuestia, 256-58. I am grateful for his alerting me to this text. 

15. This is a personal summary of what I have digested from the works noted above 
that treat the question of how much Theodore’s rhetorical training affected his outlook. 

16. [Swete], “Theodorus,” 947. See also Swete’s detailed analysis in TEP 1:lxv-1xxi. 

17. TEP 1:Ixviii. 
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Diodore’s Influence 


After leaving Libanius’s school and finally resolving to remain a monk, 
Theodore undertook his religious and scriptural studies under the re- 
nowned exegete Diodore, who is now generally considered the true 
founder of the so-called School of Antioch.'® While Diodore shared the 
same general classical and rhetorical background as Theodore, he would in 
turn have taught Theodore what he learned from his teachers and his own 
experience about how to apply rhetorical training to the Antiochene tradi- 
tion, as reflected in the writings of such Antiochenes as Diodore, Eusebius 
of Emesa (ca. 300-ca. 359), and Eustathius of Antioch (early fourth centu- 
ry), who wrote his “Witch of Endor” to refute the allegorical method of 
Origen (d. ca. 254) because it undermined the historical character of Scrip- 
ture. Theodore may have also been aware of the writings of Lucian of An- 
tioch (d. early fourth century), a formidable scriptural opponent of the 
allegorical method of Origen,!® and perhaps also of the thought of Theo- 
philus (late third century), who sought in his writings to explain the Chris- 
tian message to a pagan world. 

Whatever the other influences on Theodore, Diodore without doubt 
had the greatest impact in instilling the principles of the Antiochene tradi- 
tion. He would certainly have imparted to Theodore a commitment to a lit- 
eral, historical, and rational exegetical method, and would have empha- 
sized the sharp distinction between a transcendent and a created nature. 
This is clearly evident from even a superficial comparison of Diodore’s 
Commentary on the Psalms with what survives of Theodore’s commen- 
tary.22 The same can be said of the similarities between Diodore’s and The- 


18. This was not a “school” in the modern sense of the term but of a gathering of 
like-minded scholars who shared general exegetical and theological principles. 

19. Regarding the origin of the Antiochene exegesis, Manlio Simonetti, “Exegesis, Pa- 
tristic,” thinks that “its remote exegesis must not be seen in Lucian of Antioch .. . but in 
the above-mentioned interest in the literal appreciation of Scripture, seen in Syria and 
Palestine in the course of the fourth century” (EEC 1:309-10). 

20. In his study of the most likely influence of Diodore on Theodore’s exegesis of the 
Psalms, O’Keefe believes that “The Psalms commentaries of Diodore and Theodore con- 
tain more than superficial similarities. Even a casual reading of the texts reveals the 
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odore’s defense of Christ’s complete humanity, though Diodore referred to 
it as a Word/flesh kind of union. In regard to his Christology, Theodore 
would have learned from Diodore the need to be circumspect in defending 
Christ’s humanity. For a ominous cloud hung over Antioch because of the 
condemnation in 268 of Paul of Samosata, for a time the bishop of Antioch, 
who apparently taught that Christ was a mere man. Antioch was also un- 
der suspicion because of its reputation in the fourth century as a major 
center of Arianism. As we shall discuss later, Theodore sought to strike a 
fine balance between those, like Paul, who overemphasized the humanity 
of Christ and those, like Apollinaris (ca. 315-d. before 392), who under- 
mined it by his insistence that the Word supplanted Christ’s rational hu- 
man soul (nous). J.N.D. Kelly understood the latter position to mean an or- 
ganic unity wherein the Word influenced Christ’s human nature “on the 
biological, physical and spiritual levels.”” 

Exactly how Diodore influenced Theodore is difficult to say. Theodore 
must have begun his studies with him as a young adult, either in his late 
teens or very early twenties, around 370.” By this time Diodore had 
achieved considerable fame as a scriptural scholar and theologian who 
wrote courageously in defense of Christianity against the attacks of Julian 
the Emperor when Julian resided at Antioch in 362-63. These defenses 
probably constitute Diodore’s lost polemics against the pagan philosophical 
thought that dealt with God, nature, and matter.*? Theodore would probably 
have been familiar with Diodore’s theological opinions on these topics 
(which may have contributed to Theodore’s negative attitude toward philos- 
ophy). We do not know how long Diodore would have instructed Theodore, 
for Diodore was exiled in 372 and probably did not return to Antioch until 
around the time that he became the bishop of Tarsus in 378.74 But even if 


dependence of the pupil on the teacher” (“‘A Letter That Killeth,” 97. For other specifics, 
see 85, 88-89, 93, 96, and esp. 97-101). 

21. Kelly, Early Christian Doctrines, 294. 

22. Swete, TEP, suggests 369 as the time that Theodore began to study under Diodore 
(1:lix). 

23. These are Diodore’s lost works “On Nature and Matter” and “On God and the 
False Matter of the Greeks.” 

24. According to Swete’s “Theodorus” (936), some source (which Swete does not 
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Diodore was not teaching at his school at this time, his theological outlook 
and spirit would have permeated whatever training Theodore received. 
Theodore’s years of training at Diodore’s school during the 370s were 
tumultuous.?> From the time of the Council of Nicaea in 325 until 378, the 
Church at Antioch was frequently convulsed by the Arian controversy, at 
one time having four factions that vied for ecclesiastical control: the Eu- 
stathians (later known as the Paulinians), strict defenders of Nicaea; the 
Meletians, who, though Niceans in spirit, were reluctant to use the term ho- 
moousion, perhaps because it was not a scriptural term (Diodore, John 
Chrysostom, and Theodore belonged to this party); the Arians, who assert- 
ed that the Word was a divine creature and thus denied that Christ is God; 
and the Apollinarians—named after Apollinaris, who taught at Antioch in 
373.76 Theodore was certainly conscious of all these controversies, but he 
was personally most involved against Apollinaris’s Christology, especially 
as enunciated in Apollinaris’s Logos Syllogistikos, which attacked Diodore.?’ 
Theodore’s first published work was his commentary on the Psalms, 
probably written while he was still at Diodore’s school, judging from a lat- 
er statement in which Theodore expresses misgivings about his youthful 
work on the Psalms.*° His next work was his commentary on the twelve 
Minor Prophets, probably published immediately after his works on the 
Psalms. While Theodore may have been separated from Diodore when he 
wrote these works during the 370s, he appears to have rejoined his teacher 
in Tarsus sometime after his ordination as a priest in 383, and remained 


cite) affirms that “Theodore appears to have left Antioch while yet a priest and betaken 
himself to Tarsus” (936) to be with Diodore. 

25. For a fuller treatment of this period between 358-78, see Downey, History of An- 
tioch, 398-413. 

26. Grillmeier, Christ in Christian Tradition, 1:318-19. Athanasius indicates in his 
Tome to the Antiochenes (362) that there were four factions vying for control in Antioch. 

27. Charles Kannengiesser, “Apollinaris,” EEC 1:58-59. Apollinarius was eventually 
condemned at 378 at Antioch, in general terms in the first canon of the First Council of 
Constantinople in 381 and by an imperial decree in 388. 

28. [Swete], “Theodorus,” quotes Hesychius, with the reservation that “if we may 
trust him, Theodore promised to burn his commentary on the Psalms but craftily hid it” 
(935). See as well TEP 1:lix-lxiii, for the division that Swete proposes for the various pe- 
riods of Theodore’s literary works. 
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with Diodore until Theodore became the bishop of Mopsuestia in 392, 
when he is said to have been consecrated a bishop so as to be endowed 
with the episcopal status the Macedonians wanted in the person who 
would confer with them over the question of the divinity of the Holy Spir- 
it. This suggests that Theodore had achieved a reputation as a biblical the- 
ologian by this time, perhaps because of his Christological work On the In- 
carnation, written against the Apollinarians. In a subsequent apologetical 
work against the Apollinarians, Theodore mentions that On the Incarnation 
had been published around the mid-380s. Another of Theodore’s extant 
works, his Commentaries on the Minor Pauline Epistles, appears to have 
been written sometime in the first two decades of the fifth century. The 
publication dates of his other writings remain unclear, though his Catechet- 
ical Homilies may have been written in the mid-380s or 390s.?? 


The Source of the Antiochene Exegetical Tradition 


A comparison of Theodore’s exegesis with what Diodore employs in his 
surviving works reveals that both emphasized a literal, historical, and ra- 
tional method of interpretation and that both rejected Origen’s allegorical 
method. While Diodore doubtless had an impact on Theodore in these two 
areas, the approach predates Diodore. Lucian, Eusebius of Emesa, and Eu- 
stathius of Antioch also manifest these characteristics. One can only spec- 
ulate as to the source from which these Antiochenes derived their herme- 
neutical emphases. One can indeed argue that the Antiochene exegetical 
approach was sculpted by the rhetorical schools, the cultural rational out- 
look molded either by Aristotelian thought or by an earlier oral Syriac tra- 
dition conversant with the major conservative rabbinical schools in Pales- 
tine and Babylon, or a combination of all of these. Rudolf Bultmann 
speculates that the Antiochene emphasis on historia may stem from the 
early Christians’ view of their religion as historical.*° By this he appears to 


29. For a closer study of this topic, see J.-M. Vosté, “La chronologie de l’activité de 
Thédore de Mopsueste au II Councile de Constantinople,” Revue Biblique 34 (Jan. 1925): 
54-81. 

30. Rudolf Bultmann, Die Exegese des Theodor von Mopsuestia, ed. H. Field and K. 
Schelke (Stuttgart: Kohlhammer, 1984), 126. 
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mean that Christianity justifies its beliefs and moral convictions by relying 
on a sacred, inspired work that recounts how God has intervened in the 
history of salvation and has revealed in the scriptural narrative what will 
truly come to pass in the future life. 

Whether Bultmann is correct or not, the Antiochenes did make historia 
a central tenet of their exegesis, believing that what God has actually re- 
vealed in the scriptural narrative (or in an event) is his will. They were con- 
vinced that since God has inspired a sacred writer, every word, phrase, 
clause, and sentence of what he has written ought to be carefully heeded as 
truly revealing God’s inspired message. One must, therefore, pay attention 
to what the sacred author actually intended to affirm in what the text af- 
firms and be ready to justify this in a strictly literal and rational way. This 
view is substantiated in Diodore’s prologue to his Commentary on the 
Psalms, where he declares that theoria and allegoria differ from each other 
on the basis of historia, by which he meant not “history” as such but Scrip- 
ture’s narrative account: “We do not object to anagogé [a search for a high- 
er meaning]* and a more lofty theoria [seeing the actual spiritual fulfillment 
of a text].... For historia [a narrative text] does not exclude a more lofty 
theoria. Rather it is the basic substructure for higher insights. This alone 
must be held to, lest theoria be ever looked upon as subverting that upon 
which it is founded. For such would no longer be theoria but allegoria.”> 

The Antiochenes also believed that whatever Scripture is affirming, 
whether it be a religious or secular kind of assertion, is a revelation of 
truth.*? If so, we can grasp why the Antiochenes were so strenuously op- 
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posed to Origen’s allegorical methodology. His spiritual interpretations 
would have been regarded as ahistorical. The fundamental question for the 
Antiochenes therefore becomes, what did God in fact intend to reveal in 
his Scriptures? This is not what the exegete might or ought to imagine but 
what one can reason, in a serious, critical way, to be a sacred writer’s in- 
tention as expressed in his actual choice of words. The crucial question, 
then, is whether one’s interpretation is what God intended to be derived 
from the text and, if so, how one authenticates it. 


The Ramifications of Inspired Scripture 


Christian inspiration can perhaps be defined as the infusion of the Holy Spir- 
it into the writers of Scripture such that the Scriptures can be embraced by read- 
ers as the Word of God. For the fathers, inspiration was in practice identified with 
infallibility, and the text itself with revelation. This meant that they regarded the 
sacred writer as a secretary, much as Muslims believe that the Koran is God’s fac- 
tual word. As Dimitri Zaharopoulos notes, the fathers, like Origen, were con- 
vinced that “In the Bible there is nothing without purpose, not a syllable, not an 
iota, not the smallest dash.”* In this way they regarded Scripture as a sourcebook 
of knowledge of revealed truth. “The fathers as a whole insisted so much on the 
divine action in the composition of our Bible that they came to view inspiration as 
being a mechanical dictation of truths into the scripture. . . . Divine inspiration of 
the Bible was generally held by the fathers to require belief in the truth of all its 
assertions on matters not only of religious doctrine and ethics, but also of cosmol- 
ogy, astronomy, history and biology.”*5 As Zaharopoulos further notes, the fa- 
thers’ complete silence on this point indicates how widely this opinion was held; 
only Marcion and the Manicheans challenged it seriously. 

As I shall discuss at greater length below, Theodore later evolved in his 
understanding of inspiration. But it is easy to see why he was so insistent 
on emphasizing what the text in fact states in a literal way and why he was 
so resolved to make use of grammatical and rhetorical principles to deter- 
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mine the author’s true intentions. If the author’s statements are a true ex- 
pression of God’s will, then it becomes of paramount importance to deal 
with the original text and to understand what words meant both in their 
context and also in other contexts. This requires a knowledge of the au- 
thor’s purpose in writing and the specific historical setting in which a par- 
ticular work was written. To establish all this, one had to rely on a rigorous 
application of reason to justify one’s answers in an objective way, and not 
by the imaginative subjective musings of the allegorists. 


Reaction to Allegory 


Reliance on allegory as an exegetical tool had grown among Christians 
from the time of Origen’s death (2542). But throughout the fourth century 
there occurred a strong counterreaction at Antioch to allegorical interpreta- 
tion in scriptural exegesis.2° While the Antiochenes accepted Origen’s criti- 
cal approach to establishing an original text, they resisted his conviction 
that the number of inconsistencies, contradictions, and ambiguities dis- 
cernable in the Scriptures necessitated an allegorical interpretation. For the 
Antiochenes, these inconsistencies and ambiguities only meant that God 
had implanted spiritual meanings in the text that could not be discerned in 
a merely literal reading. But how does an exegete verify an allegorical ex- 
planation when the meaning is not specifically revealed by God? They 
would also have bristled at the three levels of interpretation that Origen put 
forward: the literal, the moral, and the spiritual. Origen likened these to the 
human body, soul, and spirit, principally because he presumed that a liter- 
al reading of the body of the text pertained to the lowest level at which the 
“rudi” or the simpleminded read Scripture. 

For the Antiochenes, therefore, to search for God’s will by means of an 
allegorical interpretation meant that an exegete was not confronting the ac- 
tual meaning God had revealed but was allowing his subjective imagina- 
tion free license. In other words, the Antiochenes held that there was a re- 


36. The Antiochenes differed too over what was the inspired Hebrew Testament text. 
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lational bond between God’s actual intent and its verbal expression. This 
position is also reflected in the revealed way that the transcendent Word 
manifests himself through Christ, his visible image. The source of allegory 
further incensed the Antiochenes. They seemed truly scandalized that Ori- 
gen had rejected close literal interpretation of a text in favor of a pagan, 
Stoic methodology in seeking the meaning of the inspired word of God in 
sacred Scripture.*” Theodore charges Origen with using a method that the 
Stoics had invented so as to discern meaning in their pagan myths: “But to 
twist the entire account or change the text of Scripture, how is this not 
complete insanity and manifest wickedness?** ... [so as to] introduce 
[ideas] that have no [connection] and no agreement with what is written 
and use the words of the divine Scriptures in an unusual way to seduce 
and ruin many. ... But whenever they speak of ‘the allegorical interpreta- 
tion, I also say that it truly originates with the pagans who have invented 
these to abolish their myths and the real facts in the divine Scriptures” 
(8/11). This rejection of allegory mirrors that of earlier Jewish rabbis 
against Philo and raises the question of whether the Antiochenes originally 
followed the Jewish method of exegesis. 

Theodore also takes the allegorists to task for their belief that Scripture 
contains more than one revealed message: “One ought to learn the real 
sense of what is written... . there is only a single sense in all of the divine 
scriptures” (13/17-18). In other words, Theodore strenuously objects to 
the opinion that every line of the Scriptures contains a spiritual meaning 
that can be other than the literal. For if this were true, then there would be 
no limit to the number of possible interpretations. Furthermore, he cen- 
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sures Origen for deliberately undermining Scripture, charging that he is 
“aware that he was greatly dishonoring the divine Scriptures by suppress- 
ing their narrative accounts and making these appear to be deceitful and 
fallacious like those of the pagans” (11/15). Theodore is even more outspo- 
ken when he contends that “This is a thing he should never have done—to 
delight in being diligent for this interpretation that is full of madness and 
pagan blasphemy—if he had learned the true sense of what is written and 
if he had inquired into what is the meaning of each of the words. So he 
could know that there is one sense in all the passages of divine Scripture 
and he could [thereby know what is] the invincible truth of the teaching of 
the church” (13/17-18). 

These passages indicate that the Antiochenes were among those who 
raised the cry, what has Athens to do with Jerusalem? While the Antioch- 
enes employed rhetorical principles to determine the literal meaning of a 
text, their attention was centered on using these principles to elucidate the 
text itself. They would have considered these rhetorical principles tools for 
discerning the intent of an author But Theodore objects to allegory not 
only because it relies on subjective imagination rather than the narrative 
text but also because it distorts Paul’s definition of allegory in Galatians 
4:24: 

Those who are very zealous to reverse the meanings of divine Scripture and 

appropriate all that is found there [to their own way of thinking and] in fact 

make up their own foolish fables and posit the name “allegory” to [cover] 
their own foolishness, abuse this word of the apostle, as if they were em- 
powered to put aside all the senses of divine Scripture because they rest 

[their case] upon the Apostle’s use of “through an allegory.” They do not 

understand how much difference there is between what is said by them 

and by the apostle on this point. For the apostle does not destroy the histor- 
ical narrative. Nor has he detached what has been done a long time ago. 

But he asserted those things as they were then done and employed the his- 

torical narrative of what had occurred to [bring out] his own meaning... . 

For the fact he said “just as” shows, to be sure, a likeness. But a likeness 

cannot happen if facts are not present... . However, the division of times 

will be useless, if there would not be a factual content. But the apostle says 
that [that has to be] so. Indeed these (allegorists) do everything contrari- 
wise, wanting the whole historical narrative of the divine Scriptures to be 
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in no way different from nocturnal dreams. . . . If indeed they teach these 
things about Scripture, what they call “allegory” is necessarily manifest 
foolishness because it is also proven to be wholly superfluous. . . . For this 
reason he said “what is said through an allegory,” calling an allegory that 
comparison whereby facts from the past can be compared to what is [now] 
at hand.*? 


If this speculation is correct, then the Antiochenes, especially Theo- 
dore, were realists in an Aristotelian sense. They believed that the real did 
not exist in a Platonic world of ideal forms and ideas but in the specific, 
concrete reality that one confronted in life. For them, a true exegete must 
respect the actual text that God’s Spirit inspired its author to write. The au- 
thor’s intent is to be determined by solid rational arguments, not in bril- 
liant imaginative possibilities that one’s mind can conjure up. Swete aptly 
characterizes the underlying difference between Origen and Theodore as 
scriptural exegetes: “Origen approaches the sacred text as a seeker after 
truth; Theodore, as one who has already found the key of knowledge and 
who, thus furnished, proceeds to unlock the treasures of S. Paul’s teaching 
with almost entire confidence in the result.”*° 

Origen, of course, developed his allegorical method so as to deal rea- 
sonably with textual problems. Their presence in the Scriptures raises a re- 
ally serious problem for those who hold for a verbal kind of inspiration 
that can be discovered through rational exegesis. For how does one explain 
the problematic texts in a way that makes sense as God’s will? Theodore 
takes up the challenge in his partially intact treatise “Against the Alle- 
gorists.” Here he explains a number of passages that reveal how a literal, 
historical, and rational methodology can give truly meaningful answers to 
passages that seem unintelligible in their literal sense.” He argues that 
since it is possible to interpret these passages in a meaningful way, why 
should anyone resort to what they rashly presume are providentially placed 
spiritual meanings within a text? This, he argues, is to yield to deception.” 
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Possible Jewish Influence 


Agreeing with Heinrich Kihn, Rowan Greer sees the influence of a Jew- 
ish exegesis on Theodore.** Schdaublin dismisses this possibility, convinced 
that Theodore’s rhetorical training as a youth is sufficient to explain his in- 
terpretations. To substantiate his opinion Schaublin notes that Theodore 
was neither raised in a rabbinical tradition nor conversant with Hebrew.” 
While it is arguable that the Antiochenes derived their literary vocabulary 
and methods from their rhetorical teachers, there are in fact unmistakable 
similarities in exegetical methodology and theological outlook that suggest 
some Jewish influence on Antiochene exegesis.** Like all the other Anti- 
ochenes, Theodore chose to follow the list of inspired works contained in 
the Hebrew canon rather than the forty-six books found in the Septuagint, 
the way most fathers did. Zaharopoulos notes that Theodore’s “remarks af- 
ford evidence of his awareness that the original Hebrew text should be the 
basis for a faithful interpretation of scripture.”4° Yet, although he was keen- 
ly sensitive to the need to adhere to the original text in order to discern its 
inspired literal meaning, he had to rely on the Greek text of the Septu- 
agint—doubtless because he was unable to read Hebrew. In those passages 
where the Septuagint was unclear, however, he turned for assistance to the 
Greek versions of and commentaries on Hebrew Scripture by the famed 
Jewish scholars Symmachus, Theodotion, and Aquila, whose names ap- 
pear repeatedly in the index of Devreese’s edition of Theodore’s Commen- 
tary on the Psalms.*’ Theodore seems to have relied upon these comments, 
at least in his earliest writings, as useful tools for ferreting out the meaning 
of the LXX.*8 
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Theodore also practices a “literal” and a “practical” interpretation that 
is somewhat similar to those employed in the Jewish Talmud. For Talmudic 
scholars, a “literal” reading aims at establishing the basic meaning of a 
text, including what is narrated in figurative language. What is derived 
from this is then to determine how to respond in a “practical” way to a 
specific situation. We see this in Jewish midrashic interpretations, which 
are meant both to comment and to elaborate on the literal text. Theodore’s 
writing manifests similar traits, though he may be merely reflecting what 
he found in the Scriptures, especially in Paul, regarding the meaning and 
the practical implications of Christ qua man as the bond of the universe 
and the “image of God.” 

While the methodological approaches outlined above are exhibited in 
Theodore’s work, his theological views are also similar in some respects to 
the Jewish. For instance, Theodore shared an active sense of time with the 
rabbis that seems to underlie the negative attitude both had toward allego- 
ry. Another common trait is their esteem for the Hebrew Scriptures as in- 
spired by God and therefore to be taken seriously as revelations of how 
God has manifested himself to his chosen people in history. Though Theo- 
dore has been roundly criticized for not stressing the close bond between 
the Jewish and Christian Scriptures, and particularly for his willingness to 
admit only a few messianic prophecies in the Hebrew Scriptures, he never- 
theless saw an important typological nexus between the two testaments. In 
addition, both Theodore and the rabbis insisted on the unbridgeable gulf 
between a transcendent, totally other Creator and his creation.” 

There are stylistic similarities as well. For instance, Theodore and the 
rabbis compare words and ideas from different biblical passages in order to 
gain insight into other meanings present in particular passages. They also 
use paraphrases, which the Jews call targums, to bring out a meaning in a 
way that an exact translation cannot. And, as I shall discuss later, both the 
rabbis and Theodore approach concrete and abstract natures as inter- 
changeable. 

If these similarities suggest Theodore’s dependence on Jewish writing, 

49. See Bradley Nassif, “‘Spiritual Exegesis’ in the School of Antioch,” in New Per- 
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how do we reconcile the sharp antipathy that seems to have existed at An- 
tioch between the Christians and the Jews, who formed a sizeable and 
wealthy segment of the population?°° This antagonism is exemplified in the 
eight homilies in which John Chrysostom chided Christians who were at- 
tracted to Jewish ceremonies. John was reacting to Christians who were 
fascinated by Jewish rituals and were going to the nearby shrine of the 
Maccabean martyrs in the hope of achieving cures for various maladies. 
Christians were also drawn to the judicial tribunals of the Jews, which 
were much more even-handed than their own. In spite of these and other 
possible grounds for hostility, the Antiochene reverence for the Hebrew 
Scriptures may have led them at times to confer with certain Hebrew 
teachers over disputed or ambiguous passages. Moreover, their engage- 
ment in polemical argument with Jewish writers may have helped them to 
enlarge their own understanding of literal and historical methodology. It is 
also possible that the apparent Jewish influence may simply be the result 
of Theodore and the other Antiochenes’ sensitivity to the exegetical 
method their Jewish adversaries employed to interpret the Hebrew Scrip- 
tures, or, as Greer believes, that the source of Theodore’s exegesis “must lie 
in the spirit with which Theodore approached Scripture. ... because he 
had an understanding of the way of thinking implicit in the Bible,” and 
that “it is necessary to realize that in great measure [Theodore’s] exegesis 
was determined by Jewish ideas of the subject.”*? 

Still, because of the antipathy between the Christian and Jewish com- 
munities at Antioch, any direct linkage probably antedates the late fourth 
century. As such, it may have been part of the Antiochene tradition from 
the first centuries or have come from an early Syriac source that reflects 
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the approach of the conservative Jewish rabbis who taught at the School of 
Babylon or that of Palestine. There is some direct evidence of Jewish influ- 
ence in Theophilus. In “The Use of Stoic Cosmogony in Theophilus of An- 
tioch’s Haexaemeron,”>? Kathleen McVey argues that when Theophilus de- 
scribes the generation of the Logos through Sophia, he must have used a 
Hellenistic Jewish source that remained close to its Stoic roots. McVey con- 
cludes from this that there was undoubtedly considerable eclecticism in the 
evolution of a Christian biblical methodology. We must be careful about 
drawing general conclusions when more particulars remain to be estab- 
lished. But even if all these similarities with a Jewish methodology are su- 
perficial likenesses, they are nevertheless characteristic of Theodore’s exe- 
gesis. 


Possible Stoic and Aristotelian Influences 


The Church historian Sozomen informs us that John Chrysostom, in his 
youth, “learned rhetoric from Libanius and philosophy from Andragath- 
ius.”** Since Theodore probably studied at the same time as John, he was 
probably also exposed to philosophy. But what kind of philosophy did An- 
dragathius teach? Logic and the meaning and value of the virtues were 
taught in the schools of rhetoric; is this what Sozomen is referring to? The 
stress on logic and virtue as pertaining to philosophy also fits in with the 
prevailing Christian view of philosophy as broadly providing a systematic 
outlook on the meaning of life and the moral ways to live. In this sense, 
one can speak of a Christian philosophy. But even granted this, we must 
deal with passages where we find Theodore consistently negative toward 
classical philosophers. This negative attitude may have been further sharp- 
ened not only by his belief that the Scriptures provide answers to the fun- 
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damental questions of life but also by the fact that the most important 
philosophers of his day were ardent defenders of paganism. 

While it is true that in the past some thought that the Alexandrians 
were influenced by Platonism and the Antiochenes by Aristotelianism, this 
has turned out to be basically a superficial view, even while true in some 
narrow respects. In his analysis of Theodore’s philosophical roots, Richard 
Norris Jr. has pointed out Stoic and Platonic elements.5> Regarding Sto- 
icism, Ulrich Wickert believes, as we shall see, that Theodore’s idea about 
Adam being the bond of the universe shows Stoic influence. But the issue 
is whether this flows from Theodore’s assimilation of Stoic ideas, or indi- 
rectly through Paul, or from Stoic ideas present in the culture. If we may 
judge Theodore’s own attitude, he appears negative toward Stoicism when 
attacking Origen for turning to the allegorical method by which the Stoics 
explained the presumed wisdom of such Greek classics as Homer. For his 
part, Theodore was convinced that such an interpretation was contrary to 
a Christian literal and rational approach to Scripture. 

As for Aristotle’s influence on Theodore, one is hard pressed to find ev- 
idence of it in Theodore’s writings, other than what may have come to him 
through his rhetorical education in logical reasoning and the meaning of 
the virtues. It is true that Theodore was dedicated to seeking out the real 
and the historical, but it is hard to argue from this to Aristotelian influence. 
On the contrary, there are prominent differences between Aristotle and 
Theodore, such as that regarding the soul’s immortality and Aristotle’s dis- 
tinction between a concrete and an abstract nature. Theodore’s emphasis 
upon justifying one’s own interpretation by logic may be explained simply 
as his own habitual way of thinking and speaking about God, heightened 
by his early rhetorical training, with its rational and logical emphases. 


Theodore’s Temperament 


Even granting the influences on Theodore of his rhetorical education, 


his training under Diodore, his immersion in the prevalent framework of 
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the Antiochene tradition, and possibly his exposure to Jewish and Stoic 
thought, one must also allow a prominent role for Theodore’s own tem- 
perament and the evolution in his thinking. Thanks to Facundus, we pos- 
sess an excerpt where Theodore writes to a certain Cerdo: “You wonder 
above all about those things written in the Psalms which we wrote before 
all the rest [of my works]. As regards this, we did not exercise as much 
care as ought to have been. For we suffered from a lack of writing skill, as 
it happens, when beginning [to write] whatsoever.”°° This certainly indi- 
cates a change in Theodore’s outlook, which is not unusual as a person 
grows older and his thinking evolves. The fundamental problem that a 
scholar faces in tracing the development of Theodore’s method of exegesis 
is that it is difficult to determine when all of his extant works were written. 

That Theodore is credited with having fine-tuned Antiochene exegesis 
also suggests the evolution of his thought, one that is unlikely to have aris- 
en merely from a deeper application of grammatical and rhetorical princi- 
ples. In addition, when we compare Theodore’s interpretations and his lit- 
erary styles with those of John Chrysostom and Theodoret, we discover 
some major differences in the ways Chrysostom and Theodoret were, for 
example, more sympathetic to the application of allegory and have a no- 
tably different view of the “image of God.”5’ This suggests that besides 
there being some flexibility in the ways the Antiochenes applied their prin- 
ciples, Theodore was an independent thinker. This is exemplified in his ex- 
egesis of the Book of Job, which he thinks is based on a pagan story, and 
in his adamant exclusion of the Song of Songs from the canon of Scripture. 
Zaharopoulos explains why this is so meaningful: “Theodore has a signifi- 
cant place in the history of biblical studies, and it matters little if his at- 
tempts to investigate the book of Job critically for the purpose of determin- 
ing the date and origin of its component parts have been considered 
neither traditional nor pious. For the first time in the history of the church 
a book of the Bible was expounded from the perspective of a critical 
method by a scholar. ”*$ 
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It is a bit of an exaggeration to claim that Theodore was a forerunner of 
the modern historical critical method. While he could admit that the Book 
of Job was based on an earlier tradition, he did not have the tools to pur- 
sue this in a solid, rational way. Nor could he detect the different traditions 
reflected in the Hebrew historical books or the very intricate literary struc- 
tures that Luke and John wove into their works. Still, Theodore comes 
closer than any of the other fathers in this respect. While he may have 
become aware of the complexity involved in asserting that the Bible is in- 
spired, he seems oblivious of how difficult it is to assert where and when 
God has inspired a sacred writer. He seems to have allowed that the sacred 
writer has a role to play in voicing God’s revealed Word. But he would 
have been dumbfounded by those who questioned where the inspiration is 
to be found: whether among those who had begun or promoted or put into 
writing a tradition, or whether it was the redactor or the very community 
itself. If he were sensitive to this issue, he would have to confront a serious 
problem, one that would call into question his conviction that God’s in- 
spired message is identified with the intent of the sacred writer. 


Theodore’s Thinking about Inspiration 


One area in which we can see the evolution of Theodore’s thought is 
his understanding of inspiration. In his youth, he apparently held for a ver- 
bal inspiration, where God was the author and the sacred writer (or redac- 
tor) his secretary. Theodore initially looked upon the Holy Spirit as the one 
dictating, as it were, divine revelations. As Zaharopoulos puts it: “Revela- 
tion is an illumination of mind imparting inspiration in propositional 
form.”°? This means that Theodore makes no distinction between revela- 
tion and inspiration, with the result that the sacred writer has no personal 
role in what he has written: “Because, however, we are about to interpret 
the book of creation, the one that the blessed Moses wrote for us not ac- 
cording to his own original thoughts but as something he learns from the 
Holy Spirit about those matters which up to that time were not yet known 
to human beings.” 
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Theodore is clearer about this kind of inspiration when commenting on 
Psalm 44 (45). Theodore says of the psalmist: “He calls the Holy Spirit the 
recorder, because the things [stated] in the ink have been impressed [there] 
by the Spirit. For the Spirit, just like the very best writer—that is, the 
recorder—fills the heart with thoughts of revelation by way of the ink; for 
He grants to the tongue [the ability] to speak loud and clear what remains 
and to arrange the letters to [fit] the ideas and articulate them distinctly for 
those who are willing to receive the benefit which [flows] from them. 
Therefore He wills that the tongue speak loudly and clearly not its own 
thoughts but those of the Spirit’s revelation.”*' We see the same view ex- 
pressed in the following statement: “The vision of Abdia (Obediah). He 
does not alter this (that is, the word of the Lord) [but acts] in conformity 
with [its] power. For he calls the word of the Lord the activity of God where- 
by the prophets have received the revelations of things to come by a spiritu- 
al grace. He calls the vision to be the same as a divine revelation whereby it 
comes about that they receive knowledge of unclear matters. For when the 
prophets received certain messages in an unspeakable manner through a 
spiritual activity upon one’s own soul and heard the teaching of future 
things as if by someone speaking according to an operation springing up in 
them by the Holy Spirit.”®? In other words, Theodore is asserting that the 


Spirit imparts into the sacred writer’s mind the words God wants revealed.® 


Evolution in Theodore’s Thinking 


Theodore clearly appears to have evolved in his thinking, for he came to 
regard inspiration in a more flexible way. The “word” imparted by the Spir- 
it is a spiritual force “according to which the one instructed thinks that he is 
being taught by some voice about what is binding.” In other words, the 
Spirit arouses thoughts and images within the depths of the sacred writer’s 
mind. It seems to the writer that the Spirit is speaking directly to him.® This 
highlights why an exegete has to examine the individual words in Scripture 


61. Theodore of Mopsuestia, Commentaire sur les Psaumes, 282. 

62. Theodore, PG 66:308C. 

63. See Zaharopoulos, Theodore on the Bible, 86, for a fuller treatment of this point. 
64. Theodore, PG 66:404B. 

65. See Zaharopoulos, Theodore on the Bible, 78-82. 
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and scrutinize each peculiarity of grammar and expression. However, Za- 
haropoulos believes that by the time Theodore wrote his commentary on 
the minor Pauline epistles in the early decades of the fifth century, he had 
evolved in his thinking about inspiration: “This flexibility of the part of The- 
odore, which can be explained as a modification of his original conception 
of inspiration, can only be discovered in his later writings; in all of his ear- 
lier works he adheres to the doctrine of plenary and verbal inspiration.” 

A sign of the change can be seen in Theodore’s willingness to criticize 
the style and ambiguities in the letters of Paul. Had he believed every word 
inspired by the Holy Spirit, he should have been more circumspect and ap- 
proving. Instead, he remarks in his commentary on Galatians 5:13: “and 
when someone fully considers those things [present] in the epistle as well 
as those things outside [its] examination, whether [these are] said to the 
Galatians or to adversaries, he will discover that [the matter] is dense and 
illustrated by a variety of senses with (Paul) saying now these points and 
now indeed those. These [readers] are rightly upset. For they come across 
many points that frequently state everything in a summary way, with 
(Paul) expanding upon the meaning nowhere.”®’ Zaharopoulos summa- 
rizes the development thus: “It was especially in his writings dealing with 
the New Testament that Theodore gave the human factor such prominence 
that we cannot credit him anymore with a traditional view of inspiration. 
The autonomy of the authors was explicitly emphasized. Thus in his com- 
mentary on the epistle to the Galatians he criticized Paul’s style and diction 
as abrupt and obscure, and blamed Paul for a passionate indignation 
against his adversaries that had caused the textual abruptness. ”° 

Another indication of Theodore’s changed view of inspiration is his re- 
alization that God complements his revelation with other passages. This is 
exemplified in the prologue to his commentary on John’s Gospel. He notes 
that the Synoptic writers’ portrayal of Christ needs to be supplemented in 
order to bring out Christ’s divinity clearly. In his prologue to John, Theo- 
dore explicitly states that John added to and complemented what the three 
other evangelists had omitted, especially on the subject of the divinity of 


66. Ibid., 82. 67. TEP 1:93. 
68. Zaharopoulos, Theodore on the Bible, 88. 
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Christ. Mark, Matthew, and Luke described only what they could recall.® 
Evidently Theodore had concluded that the limitations of the sacred writer 
has to be taken into account when interpreting to what extent the Spirit’s 
inspiring power expressed itself. As Zaharopoulos notes, “In Theodore’s 
commentaries on Pauline letters the autonomy of Paul was so carefully 
safeguarded that there seems to have been only limited room for divine in- 
tervention.”” All of this suggests that Theodore was becoming aware of the 


distinction between inspiration and revelation. 


Theodore’s Typology 


Let us now turn to a key theological and methodological “tool” that 
Theodore employed to reveal the scope of Christ’s humanity’s integrated 
roles in salvation. It is not clear how and when Theodore became aware of 
the fundamental role that scriptural typology could play in understanding 
God’s plan for the salvation of all creation. While he firmly rejected an al- 
legorical interpretation of Scripture as an arbitrary imaginative method, he 
did recognize within the two testaments the special kind of relationship 
that God established between two persons, places, acts, events, and things. 
He was no doubt influenced by what his mentor Diodore taught him and, 
above all, by what he discovered in Paul’s Letter to the Hebrews. Paul ac- 
knowledges, for instance, that Adam and Moses were true types of Christ, 
Sarah and Hagar types of the Jewish and Christian covenants, and the 
sacraments of baptism and the Eucharist types of Christ’s death and the fu- 
ture immortal life.1 Theodore seems also to have been influenced by the 


69. See TJA, 7-9/3-5. 
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way the Letter to the Hebrews describes at length how the Christian liturgy 
was a true type of the heavenly reality, in contrast to the empty Jewish rit- 
uals. Theodore called the ability to discern the presence of the real relation 
God established between these types and their fulfillment theoria. By ex- 
amining how Paul and others made use of a type, Theodore was apparent- 
ly able to derive his criteria for establishing a true type and distinguishing 
it from an allegory. 

Fortunately, Theodore’s commentary on Galatians 4:23 is extant. He ex- 
plains there that when Paul compares the slave/free relationship between 
Sarah and Hagar to that between the Jewish and Christian covenants, he is 
actually describing a type, not an allegory.” Paul confirms that each “ele- 
ment” is historical (that is, present in the scriptural narrative) and points 
out how Sarah’s superiority over Hagar—her being a free person and Hagar 
a slave—images to a lesser, inferior degree the complete superiority of the 
New over the Hebrew Testament. For Paul, Hagar symbolizes the old 
covenant, which adheres slavishly to the law, while Sarah represents the 
new covenant, based on faith. Sarah fulfills what Hagar can only hope for. 
So too Isaac, the son of Sarah, typifies Christ, while Ishmael, the son of Ha- 
gar, is a true type of those who reject Christ. Paul’s controlling point here is 
to show how the Christian covenant is the fulfillment and completion of the 
Jewish law. Theodore understands these typical relationships as propheti- 
cally inspired and thus indicating what would come to pass in the future, 
when Christ establishes a new covenant between God and his chosen peo- 
ple. This fulfillment has been always destined insofar as God as the Lord of 
history has willed it to be thus. This concept is embodied in Theodore’s 
Commentary on Jonah: “Therefore one discovers that some things from the 
Old [Testament] are a certain type of the later [New Testament] as they 


ample when he tries to establish a comparison between the deacons who accompany the 
offertory procession and the Roman soldiers who accompanied Jesus to Golgotha” 
(13-14). The reference to the deacons is found in Theodore’s Catechetical Homilies, 15:25 
(see THC, 504/505). It needs to be noted, however, that in this passage Theodore is actu- 
ally comparing the deacons to the invisible powers mentioned in Heb. 1:14. 

72. For a further treatment that develops Theodore’s thought, see Robert J. Kepple, 
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have a likeness to the latter and are then later necessarily (chreian) pro- 
duced in [their] proper times, while clearly falling very short of these.”’ 
First, Theodore required that a true type had to be acknowledged as 
such in Scripture. For, as Scripture is the inspired word of God, this pro- 
vides him with the certainty that the relationship between type and arche- 
type exists, for God guarantees it as true.” It is known as such because 
God’s Spirit inspires the sacred writer to discern a future reality. In his 
Commentary on Nahum, Theodore affirms this when speaking of how the 
prophet knew what was to be: “(God) produced a sudden conversion of 
the (prophets’) mind so that at the same time they might also receive, by 
such a presentation, knowledge of future things with a greater reverential 
fear. He called this, therefore, ‘an assumption, when the grace of the Spir- 
it having laid hold of the mind of the prophet turned it to a revelation of 
what has been received.”’® Theodore maintains that it is this that distin- 
guishes a type from an allegory. For an allegory’s meaning is derived not 
from within Scripture but from the imaginative speculations of the exegete. 
This indicates, moreover, that the type and its archetype (or its antitype), 
which constitute the two ends or poles of a relationship, must both be his- 
torical realities related in the Scriptures.” The antitype usually expresses a 
reality that has already come to pass. But in the case of sacramental types, 
the goal has been already achieved for Christ in the flesh. However, those 
who receive baptism have not yet attained in their earthly life its full prom- 
ise but are assured that it will also certainly become theirs as long as they 
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remain faithfully united to Christ’s body. So, in one sense, the sacramental 
goal in fact exists, but in another sense it is not yet fully attained by those 
who are still living an earthly existence. In other words, the kind of strict 
relationship that obtains between the life of a baptized person and its heav- 
enly fulfillment is a real ontological one, similar to the way an active po- 
tency is related dynamically to its actual fulfillment. 

Theodore adds one more criterion to those outlined above that we will 
examine in the following three chapters. The type must not simply fore- 
shadow the existence of its archetype but must also image the future reali- 
ties. In this Theodore was doubtless influenced by Hebrews 10:1: “The Law 
contains the shadow of goods to come and does not itself image (icon) the 
realities.” Theodore considers the Jewish rituals empty shadows that sim- 
ply confirm the existence of another reality but do not allow one to know 
much more about it.’”” In his homily “On Baptism,” Theodore explains how 
a ritualistic kind of “shadow” differs radically from the “image” present in 
a real type: “The shadow points to the proximity of a body because there 
cannot be a shadow without a body. But it does not describe the body that 
it points to—something that an image can [do]. For when one sees the 
icon, one does know this from what is depicted because of its correct like- 
ness, if by chance one knows what is depicted by the shadow. But one can 
never know whose it is because the shadow has no representative likeness 
with the body from which it has come to be.”’§ The type, of course, truly 
images its reality but always in an inchoate, imperfect, and inferior way. 

Besides merely foreshadowing the existence of another reality, Jewish 
rites lack an inner relationship to what they point to. They are simply 
shadows of reality. No inner dynamic force impels them toward fulfillment, 
as happens between a potency and its realization in act. This will be seen 
more clearly in the next chapter, in the discussion of how the sacrament of 
baptism reaches its fulfillment. 

One more example will suffice to indicate how a type can be said to im- 
age its reality. 


77. Robert Devreese, “La méthode exégétique de Théodore de Mopsueste,” Revue 
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Adam was created first among all human beings, and afterward God took a 
small [part] from him and formed the woman whom He also united to him 
in perfect love by means of [an act of] conjugal intercourse, as it is said: 
“both are one flesh.” From this [origin], the whole human race began its 
existence. So also in a [similar] way, Christ in the flesh was the first one 
born through a spiritual birth; whether in fact because he was the first of 
all to rise, or by a type, as he was the first to have received through [his] 
baptism a [new] birth by means of the grace of the Spirit whereby He has 
fulfilled the fact and the type. God, therefore, took a portion of this grace 
and gave it in this way to others in order that they might share in this 
(grace). He made everyone a sharer in the Spirit by whom we are reborn in 
a spiritual way. And since we possess a natural union with him [Christ’s 
humanity] by a similar birth, so also we receive by his means a family rela- 
tionship with God the Word. It was not one of conjugal intercourse but one 
of faith and perfect love that unites all the believers to Christ our Lord.” 


Just as Adam was the first born to a mortal existence, and just as Eve 
received a share in his life when she was taken as a portion from his body, 
so is Christ the first born of an immortal existence, and those who are 
members of his body share a portion of the grace he has received. These 
types are verified in Scripture, indicating that Adam and Eve are historical 
figures, as are also Christ’s humanity and all those united to him. There are 
likenesses as well between Adam and Eve as types and between Christ’s 
humanity and the members of his body as archetypes, although Adam’s ty- 
pological role is far inferior to that of Christ’s fulfillment as the archetype. 
Because Scripture contains these elements, the relationship between them 
is guaranteed. 

While Theodore is restrained in the number of true types that he clear- 
ly recognizes in Scripture, in one instance he develops his typology at con- 
siderable length, almost to the point of turning it into an analogy. We find 
this amplified in his commentary on 1 Corinthians 10:2-4: “The sea is a 
type of baptism in the water, the cloud one [of baptism] in the Spirit... . 
All have drunk the same spiritual drink for they drank of the spiritual 
‘Rock’ that had followed them; and that ‘Rock’ was Christ.”®° Theodore, 
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then, regards Moses as a type of Christ the Savior and adds in his commen- 
tary elements not found in the present Scripture passage but mentioned in 
other places: the wand becoming a type of the cross, Pharaoh becoming a 
type of the devil, the Egyptians becoming a type of the demons, the manna 
becoming a type of divine nourishment, the water from the rock becoming 
a type of the blood of the Savior, and the crossing of the Red Sea becoming 
a type of partaking of the divine mysteries through baptism. All these 
types, and their antitypes, are historical realities. They resemble their real- 
ities in recognizable ways sanctioned by Scripture. They have been fore- 
ordained by God, who is the One who assures that they will be fulfilled. 
Theodore’s typology raises a question about his conviction that a text 
has only one true inspired meaning—one that is to be obtained directly 
through a literal and rational interpretation. Theodore himself sees no 
problem here, because Scripture itself witnesses to the presence of types. 
He has discerned how they provide insight into the fuller meaning of a text 
and, as we shall see in the next three chapters, enrich our theological un- 
derstanding of Adam’s and Christ’s roles in salvation. A typological inter- 
pretation as practiced by Theodore appears to be what Scripture scholars 
today refer to as a sensus plenior, a text containing a fuller meaning beyond 
its literal sense—that is, a double sense, a literal meaning and a fuller spir- 
itual meaning that surpasses the original intent of the biblical author. For 
Theodore, nevertheless, care has to be taken in assigning types. If any of 
his four criteria is missing, then he considers the relationship to be merely 
an allegory. A true type must possess a literal meaning that has an essen- 
tial relationship to a fuller meaning that God himself has ordained and ex- 
plicitly affirmed in the Scriptures. In one sense, the literal meaning of a 
type is different, but in another it is the same, only in a completed sense. 


Accommodated Sense 


As we have seen, Theodore regards a type as a reality that has a rela- 
tionship with another reality whose existence is acknowledged in the New 
Testament, primarily by Paul. But what of those passages where a scriptur- 
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al passage is explained in an applied sense different from what the Scrip- 
tures approves? For Theodore, such cases are examples of an “accommo- 
dated” use of Scripture.*! Theodore affirms this as follows: “This (verse) in- 
deed is present in a psalm. He employs this testimony not as something 
said prophetically but as we ourselves are frequently wont to do [when] 
employing scriptural testimonies in [our] ecclesiastical speech.”** Yet the 
similarities are nevertheless close enough that one can point out how ap- 
propriate they are to this new, later situation. Preachers frequently accom- 
modate scriptural verses to a particular setting, as when they use the ac- 
count of Jesus’ conversation with Martha about Lazarus’s death at a 
funeral mass. This, however, is not an interpretation that has been truly 
prophetically implanted and intended by God. 


‘The6ria’ 

The relationship between a type and its antitype or archetype brings us 
to a consideration of what Theodore means by the term thedria. The Greek 
root denotes a “viewing” or a “contemplation” or an “act of discerning.” 
As such, thedria is the ability to see the bond that God has established to 
unite the type and its archetype in a dynamic causal kind of relationship. 
Simonetti sees the influence of Eusebius of Emesa (ca. 300-d. before 359) 
on Diodore for the development of the Antiochene thedria. For Simonetti, 
thedria is “the possibility of seeing some Old Testament episodes as typo- 
logical and prophetic anticipations of the facts of Christ and the church.”* 
Bradley Nassif defines it more expansively: “Thedria is actually the investi- 
gation of the objectively verifiable but hidden meaning of Scripture... . 
that meaning which one arrives at through the study of history and doc- 
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trine, a typical-mystical meaning based on reality and relating to the dog- 
mas of the New Testament, improvement of the ethical life, and life after 
death.”** Julian of Halicarnum includes another important element: 
“Thedria, however, as it has pleased the erudite, is considered to be the 
perception of those more potent realities [found] generally within either 
brief forms or causes.”® Julian has caught, in my opinion, an insight into 
one of the relationships that Theodore discerns between a type and the 
fuller reality it images: that it is a causal one. 

Doubtless influenced by Paul, Theodore looked upon thedria as the in- 
tellect’s capability to discover a real fundamental spiritual relationship be- 
tween two texts. It is the mental ability to detect within the historical (bod- 
ily?) elements of a text another higher or more sublime “reality” to which 
the present text points as its own fulfillment. Greer adds another critical el- 
ement; a type is moving toward a goal: “[Typology] sets those realities 
against an historical background. And by ‘historical’ is simply meant the 
view of life which sees things in terms of events moving towards a goal of 
some sort.”®° Underlying this view of history is the belief that God is direct- 
ing historical events to their ordained end. In other words, “historical” here 
does not signify simply an event that actually took place but one related in 
the scriptural narrative that fits in with God’s plan for salvation. We dis- 
cover this exemplified in Theodore’s commentary on Hebrews 9:1: “He be- 
gins here to state how the things [signified] in the Law are symbols and 
types of those things [signified] in grace and how in those former things it 
is possible to discern the same things that have been foreordained, also 
having shown at the same time by the juxtaposition how much is the pre- 
eminence of these latter things. ”®’ 

Our interest here is not in how Theodore might have looked upon 
thedria in general but how he conceived its role in establishing the typolog- 
ical relationships between Adam and Christ and between the sacraments of 
baptism and the Eucharist and their future fulfillment. Paul possessed this 
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85. The text reads: “theoria est autem, ut eruditis placuit, in brevibus plerumque aut 
formis aut causis earum rerum quae potiores sunt considerata perceptio.” 


86. Greer, Theodore of Mopsuestia, 94. 
87. Theodore, Pauluskommentare, 208. 


55 


kind of theéria when he was inspired prophetically to discern the relation- 
ships between these two sacraments. The same would be true for Theo- 
dore and those who recognize what God has confirmed in Scripture. In 
practice, Theodore would consider a person endowed with theéria as being 
able to distinguish a true type from an allegory and an accommodation. 
Because it is very difficult to determine who has been truly prophetically 
inspired, Theodore insists on the need for a rational justification of what is 
proposed. He may be conservative, but he avoids the pitfalls of those who 
regard any superficial resemblance between Jewish prophecies and events 
in Jesus’ life to be truly messianic. He does not reject, therefore, the exis- 
tence of a connection between the Old and New Testaments, especially as 
they both have been accepted by the Church as divinely inspired and as 
the New Testament does approve of some messianic prophecies. But he 
wanted to be assured that there does really exist a linkage in a specific 
case. He regarded allegoria as an “arbitrary exegesis,” for the nexus be- 
tween a text and its meaning has not been authenticated. He would proba- 
bly have looked upon the allegorists as exegetes who lacked thedria be- 
cause they were unable to distinguish a true spiritual relationship from one 
that imposes an imaginary and arbitrary relationship.* 

Theodore does not deny that there can exist a deeper spiritual meaning 
in Scripture. He differs from Origen in regard to how it is known and used 
in a highly qualified and restricted way. Both agree that a text may contain 
a meaning that transcends the literal. Theodore argues that this sense must 
be acknowledged by God as being present between two realities and can 
be objectively justified by critical reason. If this is established—for exam- 
ple, that Adam is a type of Christ—then an exegete can expect to discover 
real similarities between the two figures, but with Christ’s humanity bring- 
ing these likenesses to fulfillment. Gifted with thedria, Theodore was able 
to elaborate upon the spiritual relationship and the likenesses present in 
both.® 
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If this analysis is correct, Theodore’s typological thinking indicates a 
realm in which his exegesis has evolved from his understanding of how 
God reveals himself in Scripture and not from what he acquired from his 
rhetorical education. He relies upon the nexus that Paul saw in an inspired 
way as existing between Adam and Christ. In this way he is able to find 
theological meaning in his exegesis and synthesize it in a systematic way 
with regard to the role of Christ’s humanity within salvation. As the Scrip- 
ture scholar John McKenzie has pointed out, typology is not simply an ex- 
egetical tool but a source of theological interpretations of the special rela- 
tions that God has foreordained between certain historical realities in the 
Scriptures: “Typology in the genuine sense arises from an inner and organ- 
ic connection between the OT and the NT; the task of the modern biblical 
theology is to define this connection.”®° He also calls attention to the fact 
that God has instilled within salvation history certain types that are des- 
tined to develop, grow, and be fulfilled at a later time: “This understanding 
is developmental rather than prefigurative. It suits historical and critical in- 
terpretation.”* We shall soon see how this applies to the roles Theodore 
has ascribed to Adam and Christ’s humanity in salvation. 


Summary 


We are now in a position to summarize how Theodore approached a 
text. He wanted to determine the sacred writer’s intent in a passage that he 
revered as the revealed word of God. This meant, first of all, that he had to 
be sure that his text was authentic and that every word and grammatical 
detail was examined carefully. He did concede that a literal interpretation 
can embody both a metaphorical and a typical meaning and that other, 
similar passages could contribute insights into the text at hand. Admittedly 
he approached a text with questions that reflected his theological stance to- 
ward such fundamental issues as the value of allegory and the preservation 
of Christ’s full, integral humanity. But he believed that his interpretations 
were solidly based in Scripture; he was a realist who wanted to deal in 
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facts. While one can dispute some of his interpretations, his answers can 
be rationally justified as possible, though perhaps not always likely, expla- 
nations. This is not to minimize his insights, especially, as shall see, into 
the roles of Christ within salvation. Perhaps influenced by his rhetorical 
training, Theodore sought to state his interpretations as briefly as possible 
and not to expand his answers unnecessarily. 

Two final points need to be made. First, Theodore could apply the An- 
tiochene principles in his own original way, which differed notably from 
Diodore, John Chrysostom, and Theodoret. This is demonstrated in his 
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unique interpretations of the “image of God” and the “divine pleroma.” 
Swete comments on the extent to which Theodore was willing to proceed 
in his exegesis: “But where the Church had not spoken, he conceived him- 
self free to speculate or to reproduce the speculations of his school, little 
dreaming that in these wanderings of his restless mind across the frontier 
of ascertained truth he was treading on dangerous and hereafter to be for- 
bidden ground.””? Second, from those writings that come down to us, we 
see that Theodore did not consider the Christological question about the 
unity of Christ’s human and divine natures from a philosophical perspec- 
tive. He had little or no background, and less interest, in addressing the 
unity of Christ’s natures from a metaphysical point of view. He sought, as 
always, his answers from what the New Testament affirms as true. This 
means that his scriptural language describing the roles of Christ’s humani- 
ty in salvation and the union of Christ’s two natures should be evaluated in 
light of the scriptural passages from which his words have been drawn, 
and in light of his understanding of the typological relationship he saw ex- 
isting between Adam and Christ. We turn now to consider how Theodore 
applied his exegetical principles to interpret Christ’s salvific role as the 
head of his body, the Church. His response to this issue will further clarify 
his hermeneutical convictions. 


92. TEP 1:lxxxvii. 
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3. THE ROLE OF CHRIST'S “BODY” 
IN HUMAN SALVATION 


N THE LAST CHAPTER we established how Theodore 
equates God’s revealed message with what the sacred 
writer has intended by his words. An innovative, sys- 

tematic biblical theologian, Theodore at the same time was an 
exegete who revered the text and remained as faithful to it as 
he could. We want now to consider how Theodore interpreted 
the Pauline passages concerning the roles that Christ’s “body” 
plays in the salvation of human beings and the universe. Paul 
uses the term Christ’s “body” in an ambivalent way. It may 
denote Christ’s physical body: “We eagerly await our Savior, 
the Lord Jesus Christ, who will change this lowly body of 
ours making it conformed to his glorified body according to 
his power to subject everything to himself” (Phil. 3:20b-21). 
Paul also identifies Christ’s Church as his “body”: “For the 
husband is the head of his wife, even as Christ is also the 
head of his church; and he is the savior of his body” (Eph. 
5:23). Two questions thus need to be addressed: what rela- 
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tionship does Theodore envision existing between Christ’s physical body 
and the “body” that constitutes his Church, and what role does this 
twofold sense of “body” actively play in salvation? The answers to these 
questions will clarify how Theodore conceived of the mediating role of 
Christ’s humanity in the history of human salvation. 

Before entering into the question of Christ’s role in salvation history, 
we need first of all to delve into how Theodore actually conceived of salva- 
tion. Following Paul, Theodore speaks of it as a “journey” from the present 
mortality and mutability to a future state of immortality and immutability, 
with Adam and Christ acting in typical and archetypical ways as the heads 
of these two “states.” We shall begin by looking at Theodore’s teaching 
about the original created “state” and the effects that Adam’s sin has had 
upon humanity and the rest of the cosmos. Then we shall look at the piv- 
otal role that Christ’s humanity plays in reversing the effects Adam’s sin 
and fulfilling God’s original intent. Just as Adam’s fall had universal “bod- 
ily” effects, so did Christ, but in reverse. For the victory of Christ’s human 
nature’s over death achieved an immortal union with God not merely for 
his own humanity but for all human and all other created spiritual and ma- 
terial beings who are members of his cosmic “body.” This will entail a 
brief examination of how Theodore regards Adam’s “original sin” and the 
kind of new life that Christ has attained for those living an earthly life. 

I shall then examine what Theodore means when he says that salvation 
is achieved by being united to Christ’s “body.” This will involve a consid- 
eration of the twin roles that baptism and the Eucharist play not only in 
joining us to Christ’s “body” but also in providing those who are bonded to 
this “body” an experience of the future life here and now. We shall exam- 
ine these questions through the lens of the controversy that arose between 
Wilhelm de Vries, on one side, and Ignatio Ofatibia and Luise Abramows- 
ki, on the other, over the spiritual effects of baptism and the Eucharist, ac- 
cording to Theodore, on the Christian’s life. This approach will enable us 
to penetrate more fully the ways in which Theodore considers these sacra- 
ments types and make clear what he means theologically by such words as 
“participating” and “sharing” in the divine life. We shall explore another 
disputed question over what kind of “body” Theodore is speaking about. Is 
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it, as Ulrich Wickert believes, primarily a metaphor, or something like the 
organic relationship between a physical body and its head? This question 
of the pivotal role Christ qua man plays as the head of his “body,” the 
Church, will prepare us for Chapter 4, in which Theodore depicts Christ’s 
humanity as recapitulating the created world within himself as the head of 
the “body” that all the universe forms in relation to Christ’s humanity. 


The Nature of Salvation 


Theodore envisions salvation history as encompassing two states or 
ages: the present life of mortality that will continue until the end of time, 
and the heavenly, immortal, and immutable life, to which all the faithful 
will rise and which Theodore also calls one of “perfect justification.”! The 
two states are clearly expressed in Theodore’s statement that Paul “then 
says that you have come by [your] birth at baptism to a new life and have 
become a part of the body of Christ our Lord and that we wait to have 
communion with him and that he has now removed us from the life of this 
world and made us die to the world and the Law.”? It is not clear where 
Theodore derived this emphasis upon two ages, whether immediately from 
Scripture, from Jewish apocalypticism, or possibly from Theophilus of An- 
tioch.? Nor are we able to determine when he actually incorporated such a 
view of salvation into his systematic outlook.* We are concerned at the mo- 
ment only with the fact that this is an important element in his theological 
synthesis. 

Theodore’s division of salvation history into two periods marks him as 
“singing outside the choir” of most of the Church fathers, who taught three 
stages of human existence: an immortal state at the beginning, a mortal 


state resulting from Adam’s sin, and a future heavenly existence.’ Theo- 


1 PEP 1229. 2. THC, 154-56/155-57; CH 6:13. 

3. Greer observes: “That source [Theodore’s division of salvation history into two 
states] is almost always Scripture” (Theodore of Mopsuestia, 75). 

4. The concept of a “state” (katastasis) appears only once in Theodore’s Catechetical 
Homilies (THC, 64/65; CH 3:9). Theodore actually holds for a quasi-third stage, an inter- 
mediate one that the baptized now enjoy as being in some sense immortal during their 
mortal life. 

5. Regarding the question of whether Theodore held Adam to be originally mortal, 
see Theodore of Mopsuestia, Replica a Guiliano Imperatore, 137-40; TEP 2:332-36. 
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dore appears to have come to his position by applying Paul’s typology 
likening Adam as the principal head of the first age to that of Christ as the 
head of the second age.° If so, he would have reasoned that if Christ qua 
man is the first to become immortal, then Adam had to be mortal from the 
very beginning of creation. Theodore does appear to concede that Adam, 
after his creation, had the possibility of not sinning and thus was capable 
of becoming immortal. But God foreknew that this would not happen and 
chose to make Christ—after he discerned that Christ qua human would 
freely live a life without sin—the one in whose human nature the Word 
would dwell at the moment of his conception: “For from the very begin- 
ning before the fashioning of the creation of the universe, You (Father) 
knew by Your inscrutable knowledge who I was going to become and even 
then You loved me in Your foreknowledge and set me up to be the Lord of 
all these blessings.”” 

Theodore does not develop, at least in his extant works, the possibility 
that Adam might not have sinned and therefore does not explore what 
would have been the ramifications of this. For Theodore is committed to 
deal with history as God actually intended it to be—salvation is to come 
through and in a sinless Jesus because of his human nature’s “exact 
union” with that of the Word. Theodore therefore takes as fact the scriptur- 
al revelation that Adam is the head of all mortals existing in the present life 
and that all of humanity forms “one being” together with him. “By reason 
of our [common] nature, we are all also ‘one.’”® All humans are “one be- 
ing” because all participate in the same human nature as that of Adam and 
thus constitute one combined “body,” with Adam as its head. This rela- 
tionship between Adam and all other humans appears, however, to be 
much more than a simple general kind of union. For what Adam does as 
the head affects the whole “body” of all those who share in his nature. 
This is seen in the way his sin keeps all humanity mortal, changeable, and 
corruptible and allows death to become a reality that strikes everyone 


6. See Theodore’s CH 1:4; 13:19; 14:1; 16:30; 5:10, 10:17; 12:26; 13:5; 14:21, 25 in 
Tonneau’s edition (THC). 

7. TJA, 322/230. 

8. TEP 2:198. 
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without exception. “After the first human being was created by God, he be- 
came subject to death on account of sin as did all those born from him. For 
they have, in fact, received existence [from him] because they share a 
[common] nature with the first human beings. Since they can also give 
birth to [other] human beings, these too have rightly received a natural 
sharing with them. And thus because they have a common nature, they 
have also contracted [the penalty of] death imposed upon their nature.”? In 
other words, since Adam as the original human being is mortal and des- 
tined to die, all those who are generated from him will also be mortal and 
die. Besides affecting all humanity, Adam’s sin, as we will discuss at length 
in the next chapter, had a devastating impact too upon the harmonious 
unity of all created beings. “For on account of the malice of human beings, 
all creation, as I have said, was seen to be dissolved.”” 


The Effect of Adam’s “Original” Sin 

The universal effect of Adam’s sin upon all creation raises a perplexing 
question about the meaning of Adam’s “original sin.” Does Theodore be- 
lieve that the reason why each human being remains in a state of mortali- 
ty is that a mortal nature causes one to sin, or that each human being sins 
freely, thus perpetuating the state of human mortality? He is somewhat am- 
bivalent on this question, doubtless because Paul is, too. But Theodore is 
opposed to any notion of an “original sin” that has kept human nature sin- 
ful insofar as this would militate against his conviction that sin is a free act 
of the human will. Moreover, if Adam’s “original sin” is a sin of nature, 
this would at least imply that Christ’s humanity would also have been af- 
fected by sin and unable to serve as the sinless mediator. Such an outlook 
would destroy the close antithesis Theodore maintains actually exists be- 
tween the sinful Adam, who is principally responsible for humanity’s mor- 
tal existence, and the sinless Christ, who has achieved an immortal exis- 
tence for all those united to his human nature. Theodore appears to have 
reasoned that just as Adam sinned freely, Christ likewise had to overcome 
by his own will power—and with the aid of the Spirit’s grace—all the 


9. TIA, 313/224. 
10. TEP 1:267. 
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temptations put in his path. “For the man whom He assumed was like 
Adam who had introduced sin in the world. (God) abolished sin by that 
one connatural to him. He assumed a man like Adam who by his sinning 
received the sentence of death, so that this one might wipe away sin from 
us and abolish death.” 

Theodore does not espouse a dogma of an “original sin” that all inher- 
it as such at birth. He believes that human mortality “disposes” one to sin 
but does not cause sin. Since all humans, as a matter of fact, do freely sin, 
they are thereby bound to die—except for the assumed man Jesus; because 
he alone remains sinless throughout his life, he is not subject to death. 
Theodore thus realized why Christ had to be humanly free. We can under- 
stand, too, why he reacted so vigorously against Apollinaris’s opinion that 
the Word replaced Christ’s rational soul. For this would deprive Christ of 
his human free will and his role as the true sinless mediator between God 
and all creation. It explains too why Theodore maintains that Christ was 
unjustly condemned to death. Unlike all others, he lived a virtuous life that 
never strayed away from a complete dedication to God’s will. In the fifth 
homily of his Catechetical Homilies, Theodore addresses the question why 
God rewarded Christ our Lord: “(God the Word) would abolish sin by one 
connatural with (Adam).... Because Christ our Lord had committed no 
sin deserving death, he accepted the death that was imposed upon him by 
the iniquity of the tyrant Satan” (CH 5:18). 

While Theodore denies the existence of an inherited “original sin” 
passed on through a sinful human nature, he does concede that a mortal 
and mutable human nature is weak and thus disposed to yield to sinful 
temptations. “As long as we are living in this world in a mortal and 
changeable nature, it is now no longer possible [for us] not to have a 
movement contrary [to the will of God]” (CH 11:12). This instability affects 
even all those who are united to Christ through baptism: “but in this 
world—seeing that we share in these mysteries in hope—it is nevertheless 
possible to fall again because we possess a changeable nature” (CH 1:6). In 
other words, a mutable nature is disposed to sin: “since we are mortal ac- 


ll. THC, 124/125; CH 5:17. Subsequent parenthetical references give the number the 
homily and the section where the passage can be found. 
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cording to the present life, a disposition to sinning accompanies [our] mor- 
tality in some way.” ... since we can in no way [act otherwise] on ac- 
count of the weakness present in us through mortality and since we would 
not suffice [on our own] to advance in a direct way to perfect virtue.” 
This is true even for those who know the law perfectly. They too are pow- 
erless: “Therefore he wants to say in this passage that it is impossible to be 
justified by the works of the Law because we are mortal by nature, even 
though we very much desire virtue. But we cannot, generally speaking 
(plerumque), not sin.”'* This inclination to sin is inherent in the nature 
that all humans have inherited. “Therefore because of this he said: ‘I am a 
human being, so as to indicate by naming the common nature that the in- 
clination to evil belongs to the common nature.”!5 Theodore affirms this 
even more clearly when he states, “For even if we make a good effort at be- 
ing virtuous, it is not possible for us to be altogether without sinning many 
times. For without willing these, we are forced to fall because of [our] nat- 
ural weakness.”!° In other words, as long as humans are not in a perma- 
nent state, their freedom can be used in both sinful and virtuous ways. 
This propensity to failure will endure until one becomes sinless in the 
future heavenly state of immortality and immutability.!”? In the meantime, 
as long as humans freely continue to sin, death remains our universal fate, 
and we are all caught in a hopeless circle. But when a sinless Christ dies 


12. The Latin reads: “mortales cum simus secundum presentem vitam, sequitur quo- 
dammodo mortalitatem facilitas peccandi.” 

13. TEP 1:147. 

14. Ibid., 1:31. 

15. THC, 546/547; CH 16:8. This same viewpoint is expressed in Theodore’s com- 
mentary on Eph. 1:7: “because it is not possible that a mortal being can be seen at any 
time (aliquando) without fault” (TEP 1:126); and also “So it is more fitting to have you 
who are perfect call back with the gentlest words those who have sinned and at the same 
time reckon that you are also human, also like that one [the sinner mentioned in the pas- 
sage], (you) who can experience considerable mutability because of the weakness of 
[your] nature” (TEP 1:103). 

16. Ibid.; THC, 314/315; CH 11:15. See also TJA, 167-68/119-20: “For also the Apos- 
tle, when speaking in regard to our soul and our body in his Epistle to the Romans and 
teaching us how the soul can tend to virtue, then also said how by a motion of its nature 
the body is inclined to sin on account of its mortality.” 

17. For a contemporary view of original sin, see Daryl P. Doming, “Evolution, Evil 
and Original Sin,” America (Nov. 12, 2001): 14-21. 
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unjustly, he vanquishes not only sin but also death, opening the way for 
his human nature and that of other creatures to enter into an immortal and 
sinless life with God. “It happened that the sin that was the cause of death 
was first of all lifted away and, after this, death was abolished with it. For 
if sin is not removed, we continue by necessity in mortality. In our muta- 
bility we sin. And when we sin, we are again subject to blame, with the 
clasp of death again holding on by necessity. . . . For after sin is abolished, 
there will no longer be an entry for death” (CH 5:10-11). The reason for 
this is that after Christ gaa man has conquered Satan by living a sinless life 
and has achieved an immortal existence with God, he has also totally van- 
quished the power of death for all others as well as for himself. This does 
not mean that humans will not die in this earthly life. But they are assured 
that they will live forever in the next life, as Christ’s humanity lives forev- 
er in his unity with the Word. 


A Period of Educational Testing 


Theodore perceives two advantages flowing from Adam’s sin. The first 
is its educational value. Being mortal, humans can appreciate what it 
means to be immortal by experiencing its opposite. By sinning, Adam put 
humanity in a position where its mutable and changeable nature arouses 
inordinate human passions and appetites and thereby strongly encourages 
sin. But it also challenges one to learn how to respond in the correct way: 
“He gave us, however, this present mortal life, as I said, for the exercise of 
virtues and the learning of what is fitting for us to do. He has also given us 
various laws for assistance and morals” (CH 1:26). According to Theodore, 
God desires that humans not merely acquire knowledge of what is the right 
way to live but actually do what is really right. For this reason, God allows 
human beings to sin in order “to reveal that more than [being faithful to] 
religious and orthodox doctrine, it is also necessary to take care that our 
life be in accord with the divine commandments” (CH 11:1). In other 
words, Theodore believes the present life is a time of testing in which each 
human must choose freely to commit oneself to God or to evil. This means 
that God desires humans to have a major role in attaining their salvation: 
“For he (Paul) would not have said that the just who will rise are like an- 
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gels, unless the voluntary manner of their life and their labors were also 
worthy. ”?§ 

While Theodore insists upon a necessary role for human freedom in 
salvation, he is equally insistent that in this whole process God is the One 
who initiates salvation. “Since we can in no way [act otherwise] on ac- 
count of the weakness present in us through mortality, and since we would 
not suffice [on our own] to advance in a direct way to perfect virtue, why, 
therefore, did God do this? He created us a second time, giving us that sec- 
ond immortal life... . God raised us up together with Christ, so that we 
can attain salvation beyond [this life] by means of [his] grace.”!? Our pres- 
ent existence would be a bleak state except that God has promised us the 
grace needed to overcome sin: “For it is wholly impossible that a living hu- 
man being not sin. (The overcoming of sin) is acquired here through grace 
alone.”*° In fact, divine grace is so necessary that no one can accomplish 
any good without it: “For we know we cannot accomplish anything with- 
out the aid of God” (CH 11:13). Grace is continually needed throughout a 
person’s journey in life until immortality has been attained in heaven. “For 
once we have been made immortal in the future age, we are no longer able 
to sin.”! We will discuss the dispensing of grace when we treat of the Spir- 


it’s role in Christ’s human life. 


The Salvific Role of Christ’s Humanity 


Since “Adam is a type of the one to come,””* Theodore sees this typolo- 
gy as providing an insight into God’s plan for the pivotal role that Christ’s 
humanity is to play in salvation history. For there are similarities between 
Adam and Christ as human. Both are heads of the two classes of human 
existence, and their free actions have profound repercussions for the rest of 
humanity. Christ’s human actions not only reverse the disastrous effect of 
Adam’s sin for creation but also fulfill Adam’s initial role in a perfect man- 


18. TFS, fol. 26a/12. 

19. TEP 1:147. The same idea is also expressed in 2:198: “The power of God is in 
him who has saved and called us to sanctification and the incorruption that we are ex- 
pecting.” 

20. TEP 1:77. 21. Ibid., 1:173. 

22. Rom. 5:14. 
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ner. Adam’s sin kept all created beings in a mortal state, but Christ’s hu- 
man sinlessness initiated entry into a future immortal life. He images and 
fulfills Adam’s role in that he is the principle of a wholly new life for those 
forming one “body” with him: “For each one of us is seen to have a role to 
play as a member of a common humanity. So also in regard to the future 
immortal life [that will be ours] after the resurrection, its principle [resides] 
in Christ. All of us, moreover, who share with him both in the resurrection 
and in that immortality [to be bestowed] after the resurrection, are made 
as one with him, while each one of us is likewise seen to hold the role of a 
common member in relation to him. Then there will be, therefore, ‘neither 
male nor female’ ... For all variety of things will then be ended.”?? 
Salvation, therefore, is to be attained through, with, and in Christ. But 
before examining how humans can participate sacramentally in Christ’s 
victory, we must first address the kind of life that Theodore believed a per- 
son shares as a member of Christ’s body. The answer to this lies at the 
heart of why Wilhelm de Vries argues that Theodore’s concept of the sacra- 
ments of baptism and the Eucharist is deficient. A distinction must first be 
made: is one united to God in the sense that he or she is joined to his di- 
vine nature in a substantial or an accidental way, or in the sense that one 
participates in God’s immortal, immutable, and incorruptible life? In the 
fourth and the fifth centuries, many fathers thought that to share in God’s 
eternal life meant that one has become divinized.*4 Relying, it appears, on 
Neoplatonic thought, which taught that a person can be united with the 


One while still maintaining an individual identity, many fathers interpreted 


23. TEP 57. As Swete observes (xxxvii), Theodore uses words such as videor and 
possum in a periphrastic way. Unless the context indicates the contrary, I have omitted 
translating “seem to” in this and other works edited by Swete when the sense clearly per- 
mits it. 

24. See Kelly, Early Christian Doctrines, 294-95, 444-45, and 450; and Jules Gross, 
La divinisation du chrétien d’aprés les péres grecs (Paris: Gabalda, 1938). It is difficult to 
accept Gross’s contention (262, 270) that the main elements of divinization are found im- 
plicitly in Theodore. Much of course depends on what one means by “divinization,” 
whether it signifies that one is becoming divine in a proper or improper sense, or how 
one understands “a sharing in God’s divine life.” Theodore looks upon it as a sharing in 
the immortal and immutable life that Christ’s humanity now possesses and in the graces 
that flow from the divine pleréma. 
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John’s Gospel and traditional liturgical expressions as revealing how Jesus 
can be one with the Word and his Father and how a believer can also be 
united to them through and in Christ. This perspective offered insight into 
how the Eucharist enables a believer to receive the nourishment one needs 
to grow in Christ’s life. For if the recipient is receiving the body of Christ 
who is the Word, then such a one is participating in the divine life of the 
Word. In this sense, a baptized person can be said to be divinized. This 
possibility of being united directly with God also provides a basis for justi- 
fying those mystics who claim that they have experienced an immediate 
bonding with God. 

Theodore was opposed to the concept of “divinization” in any strict or 
formal sense, for he was sensitive to how difficult it is to understand and to 
speak of the Word’s and the Spirit’s indwelling within Christ’s humanity 
(and a fortiori with all other humans). “It is difficult for our tongue to dis- 
cuss matters about created natures. .. . But those that surpass our nature— 
these are, in fact, the matters about which we want to speak—how does 
this [talk about the divine] not surpass all human thoughts?” (CH 1:1). Yet 
because he was utterly convinced that a transcendent Word and Spirit can- 
not be joined substantially in any sort of natural union with a creature, he 
opposed the view that Christ’s human nature could be divinized: “Because 
there is a great separation between the Eternal One and the one who has 
received a beginning to his existence, there is such a distance between 
them there the two of them cannot be found together. .. . For one cannot 
limit and say how far that One who is eternal is distant from that one who 
has come into being” (CH 4:6). For this would mean in his framework that 
Christ’s human nature has been assimilated into the Word’s. He believed 
that the Word’s and the Spirit’s possession of the same divine nature pre- 
cludes any possibility that a creature can be united to them on the level of 
nature and thus be said to be divinized.*> For this reason Theodore postu- 
lates that human nature—even Christ’s—must be joined to the Word and 


25. For a further treatment of the topic of grace and divinization, see Joanne 
McWilliam Dewart, The Theology of Grace of Theodore of Mopsuestia, Catholic University 
of America Studies in Christian Antiquity 16 (Washington, D.C.: The Catholic University 
of America Press, 1971), 147-51. 
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his Spirit solely on the level of grace. In the case of Christ’s humanity, 
grace is what empowers his human nature to be joined in a unique, “exact” 
union with the Word. This point will be elaborated in Chapter 7, where we 
shall see how Theodore justifies his belief that the divine and the human 
nature can function together as a true unity. Here I want only to set the 
stage for an understanding of what Theodore means when he says that 
baptism and the Eucharist empower one to participate in Christ’s death 
and resurrection, not only in the future but in the present moment. We are 
not concerned about the graces the sacraments provide for living a good 
life but with the spiritual effects they have on their recipients’ natures. We 
shall approach this question by first examining what Theodore intends 
when he speaks of the sacraments as types. 


The Sacraments as Types 


While the present life of mortality is a time of testing, it is not without 
divine assistance. For Theodore, all humans can now share in a participa- 
tory way in the immortal life that Christ’s humanity enjoys. While person- 
al prayer and good works can elicit the Spirit’s graces, Theodore proclaims 
in his Catechetical Homilies** and his commentaries on the Pauline epistles 
that receiving baptism and the Eucharist are the principal ways we share in 
the victory of Christ’s humanity. Theodore maintains that the reception of 
these sacraments assures us not only that Christ’s humanity has triumphed 
over death but that one can truly share in his immortal life and union with 
God even here on earth. For a true sacramental type is guaranteed that its 
fulfillment will be achieved. 


26. Theodore’s Catechetical Homilies were delivered to catechumens before their bap- 
tism at Easter time. These homilies reveal his understanding of the Nicene Creed (consid- 
ered to be early Nicene), the Our Father, baptism, and the Eucharist. I have used Ton- 
neau’s translation rather than Alphonse Mingana’s English translation, as Tonneau’s is 
closer to the Syriac and has the Syriac and French on opposite pages. We also now have 
two recent German translations: Peter Bruns’s Theodor von Mopsuestia Katechetische 
Homilien and Simon Gerber’s translation, Theodor von Mopsuestia und das Nicénum: Stu- 
dien zu den katechetischen Homilien. These two works have introductions that treat in a 
summary but expanded way the secondary literature on Theodore. 
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Baptism 

Theodore wrote at a time when the importance of receiving baptism 
was a controversial issue. As highlighted by the lives of Constantine the 
Great (emperor 306-337) and Augustine (354-430) (Augustine being an al- 
most exact contemporary of Theodore), a large number of Christians were 
postponing their baptism, with the result that the Eucharist was considered 
primarily for the virtuous. We see this in the homilies of Gregory of Nyssa 
(ca. 335-94), Cyril of Jerusalem (ca. 315-87), Ambrose (ca. 337-97), and 
John Chrysostom (ca. 350-407)?’ against this practice. Their disapproval 
reveals a widespread lack of appreciation of baptism’s fundamental impor- 
tance in a Christian’s spiritual life.*8 Like these fathers, Theodore wrote his 
catechetical homilies on baptism and the Eucharist to make his catechu- 
mens aware of the importance of the sacraments for one’s life on the eve of 
their baptism. 

Theodore looks upon baptism as an exceptional God-given means for 
helping humans achieve salvation. The question arises, however, as to 
what baptism meant to him and how effective he believed it was in bring- 
ing its recipients to an immortal and immutable state of union with God. 
Like his contemporaries, Theodore sees the sacrament of baptism as a 
type, symbol, and sign. As noted in the previous chapter, Theodore’s crite- 
ria are that the type and the antitype must be historically real, that the type 
must image and not merely foreshadow its archetype, that the relationship 
bonding the two poles be real, not simply conceptual, and be dynamic, not 
static, and that the New Testament approve of the relationship. Theodore 
saw too that explanatory words are needed to illustrate the meaning and 


27. Gregory of Nyssa, “Against those who deferred baptism,” PG 46:415-32; Cyril of 
Jerusalem, “Oration on Holy Baptism,” NPNE 2d ser., 7:360-77; Ambrose, On the De- 
cease of Satyrus,” NPNF, 2d ser., 10:169n2 (it must be noted that the fathers condemn 
nothing more severely than postponing baptism in order to continue to sin); John 
Chrysostom, Homily 23 on “The Acts of the Apostles,” NPNEF, 1st ser., 11:153-55. 

28. For a fuller treatment of the historical setting in which Theodore wrote, see Karl 
Baus, “The Development of the Church of the Empire within the Framework of the Impe- 
rial Religious Policy,” in The Early Church: An Abridgement of the History of the Church, 
ed. Hubert Jedin, trans. John Dolan, abr. D. Larrimore Holland (New York: Crossroad, 
1993), 170. 
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power of baptism: “For every sacrament is an indication in signs and mys- 
teries of invisible and ineffable things. A revelation and an explanation for 
these things are required, if the one coming forward to receive is to know 
the power of the mysteries” (CH 12:2). For the sacramental rite of baptism, 
signifying as it does invisible and ineffable things, is not obvious. It needs 
to be explained, so that its symbolic power and spiritual fulfillment can be 
perceived. This need also explains why Theodore demands scriptural ap- 
proval for a type to be truly sacramental, for God has revealed its meaning 
and power. 

For Theodore, the sacrament of baptism enables one to participate in the 
death and resurrection of Christ’s humanity and ultimately to achieve im- 
mortal life. As a type, it looks to a past time when Christ vanquished Satan 
by being raised from the dead. It not only images his death and resurrection 
to a new life but also provides assurance to those who sacramentally die 
and rise together with Christ in baptism: “For what we have in a mysterious 
way through faith in the matter of types and signs assures us that we will 
pass from one to the other” (CH 14:28).?? It is also an assurance of future 
life: “[It is] through this mystery which you are about to receive that from 
now on you will share without doubt in these future goods” (CH 14:2). 


The Dispute 


To enter more deeply into the question of how Theodore understood 
the salvific benefits of the sacraments, it is helpful to look at his arguments 
against the backdrop of a controversy over the spiritual effects Theodore 
attributed to baptism and the Eucharist.*° The specific question became, 
how does a believer now share in the future life? Wilhelm de Vries holds 
that Theodore looked upon the sacraments as purely symbolic anticipa- 
tions of heavenly fulfillment, albeit ones that provided grace for living a 
good life and achieving forgiveness of sins. He sees this as a logical out- 
growth of Theodore’s Nestorian Christological thought. Baptism and the 


29. See also CH 1:4. For a discussion of this point, compare Theodore, Theodor und 
das Nicdnum, 79. 

30. For a longer summary treatment of this dispute, see McLeod, “Christological 
Ramifications.” 
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Eucharist are simply a foreshadowing of a future life, like Jewish rituals. 
For if salvation is a sharing in immortal life and not a divinized one, how 
can a baptized person be both mortal and immortal in the present life? De 
Vries regards Theodore’s view of the sacraments also as eschatological in 
the sense that Theodore believed salvation is to be attained in a future life, 
not incarnational in the sense of being achievable here and now. 

De Vries argues that Theodore’s inability to accept a present diviniza- 
tion forced him to conceive of salvation as a future event that one can 
merely hope to attain. He sees Theodore’s failure here as the result of two 
weaknesses. First, according to de Vries, Theodore was wholly unable to 
understand how a transcendent God can enter into a personal relationship 
with human beings by raising their natures through an elevating sanctify- 
ing grace. Second, Theodore’s Nestorianism prevented him from fathoming 
how the Eucharist provides a supernatural participation in the body and 
blood of Christ, not as a man but as the Word of God. As a result, the Eu- 
charist for Theodore provides its recipients only with graces helpful in 
leading a virtuous life in what is presently an intermediate stage between 
mortality and immortality." Theodore himself seems to have asserted this: 
“He calls this church the body of Christ because in this world she receives 
at [one’s] second birth of baptism communion with him in a typical way 
but [this will happen] truly in fact in the world to come when the body of 
humility will be changed” (CH 10:17).*? Theodore affirms the same idea 
when he states that there will no longer be symbols, types, or signs in 
heaven: “When we become immortal in our body and immutable in our 
soul, the use of symbols and types will by necessity cease. Since by shar- 
ing in the realities themselves, we will no longer have needs of signs which 
evoke a testimonial of what is going to take place” (CH 15:3). Theodore 
also seems to hold that the recipients of the sacraments merely trust that 
the future life will come to pass. “Since we presently have not yet [gained] 
these heavenly goods, it is by trust that we now continue on until we as- 
cend to heaven and advance to our Lord” (CH 15:18).* 


31. On this point, see Theodore, Theodor und das Nicénum, 233. 
32. See also Theodore’s commentary on Col. 1:18 in TEP 1:273. 
33. The same idea is expressed in the following statement: “These powerful 
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Ignatio Onatibia was the first to oppose de Vries, in arguing that de 
Vries did not fully understand the fundamental kind of relationship that 
Theodore postulated between a type and its archetype.** He points out that 
they are two poles bound to one another in a way that reveals the unity of 
God’s unchanging plan for salvation. He cites comparable parallels be- 
tween the Hebrew Scriptures and the Church, between the Church and a 
future heaven, between the sacraments and their fulfillment in the next 
life, and between Jesus’ baptism and that of others (103-9). These indicate, 
he believes, a real basis for the hope of attaining fulfillment in the future. 
He argues that the Spirit bestows immortality in a sacramental, embryonic 
way but in a real way that is an inchoate participation in an immortal life 
(107). For instance, because the Spirit seals a person at baptism, making a 
person a true child of God and a true member of the body of Christ, a real 
transformation has taken place (119). 

Luise Abramowski expands on Onatibia’s position.** She begins by ar- 
guing at length that a newly discovered excerpt of Theodore reveals that he 
held for two kinds of prosépon: one that is ontologically related to a hy- 
postasis and another to the object of worship and honor. She believes that 
the latter liturgical sense ought to be understood as the primary usage in 
Theodore, and that the metaphysical understanding is secondary. She then 
lists almost every passage in which the term “participation” (or its equiva- 
lent) is found in Theodore’s works. She points out that whenever Theodore 
wanted to express a real sharing, he had recourse to some equivalent of 
this term.*° She also observes that Cyril objected to Nestorius because of 
his understanding of the Eucharist. While it is true that Theodore—like 
Nestorius—maintains that those receiving the Eucharist are participating in 


mysteries have been fulfilled for us when we approach in symbolic and typical ways the 
future hope and without hesitating we have faith in these goods that are to come by per- 
severing in a way of life conformed to the new world” (CH 1:4). 
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35. Luise Abramowski, “Zur Theologia Theodors von Mopsuestia,” Zeitschrift fiir 
Kirchengeschichte 72 (1961): 263-93. 
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Christ’s body and blood, Cyril has detected a close parallel in their under- 
standing of how Christ’s human nature is connected to the Word’s divine 
nature and how the bread and wine are both united with Christ’s flesh. 
Cyril believed that the Antiochenes, at least Nestorius and Theodore, held 
that the eucharistic bread and wine were transformed into the body and 
blood of Christ gua man. But Abramowski points out that Cyril failed to 
take into consideration that both Nestorius and Theodore always under- 
stood Christ gua man to be united in what he considered a true unity with 
the Word. For Theodore, a person receives in the Eucharist not the body of 
a man but Christ’s “body” in its inseparable union with the Word. 

Abramowski uses this last point to insist that de Vries relied on the 
Scholastic teaching that supernatural grace enables one to become di- 
vinized and able to share in God’s divine life. To use this as the standard 
by which to judge Theodore is questionable, in her view.3” Like Onatibia, 
she holds that Theodore considered the first fruits of the Spirit much more 
than the reception of preternatural gifts, as de Vries maintains. Finally, she 
points out that if de Vries is right that Theodore believed there is no real 
content to the sacraments, then his Syriac translators would have em- 
ployed such phrases as “in the name of” and “under the appearance of” 
rather than such terms as “sharing” and “participating” to express what 
Theodore was affirming about baptism and the Eucharist.** But what role 
does “participation” play in the relationship between a type and its arche- 
type within baptism? 


Theodore’s Understanding of Baptismal Participation 


Theodore concedes that the union baptism establishes with Christ’s hu- 
manity is not easily explained. “But we look to the resurrection because we 
are bound by a spiritual rebirth to Christ in a way that defies description.”*” 
Yet he does offer a number of insights into the purpose of baptism by elab- 
orating upon the typology that he discerns in Paul. For, besides being fully 
committed to his literal interpretation of Scripture, he also belongs to a 


37. For a similar view, see Theodore, Theodor und das Nicdnum, 256. 
38. Abramowski, “Zur Theologia Theodors,” 293. 
39. TEP 1:187. 
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sacramental tradition that characterized baptism only in terms of types, 
symbols, and signs.*° For instance, he insists that the baptized have ac- 
quired new life as members of Christ’s body, but in a typical sense: “Since 
we believe that we have been generated in these matters in a typical way 
through baptism, Paul states that we have become a member of Christ’s 
body because of our communion [with him] by means of his resurrection, 
whose types we believe are being brought to fulfillment in baptism.”*! 
Christ qua man is the first one to achieve immortality. As such, he is the 
leader who enables those joined to his “body” to share in his immortal life 
and union with God, but in a typical way: the Church “regards that one in 
whom all things have been created as the head for the common good of 
those who have been made his body through a spiritual regeneration. This 
serves as a type [for us] of the future resurrection in which we have been 
baptized in the hope of sharing and participating with him in his immortal- 
ity that is the fulfillment of the type whereby he is a leader for us.”* In oth- 
er words, the resurrection of Christ’s body from the dead should be con- 
strued as a promise, at the very least, that a like kind of resurrection is now 
possible for all other humans. For Christ’s humanity has achieved this for 
the common good of all those who are members of his “body.” 

As pointed out in the previous chapter, Theodore requires four criteria 
for a true type: (1) both the type and the archetype must be historical real- 
ities; (2) the type must “image” its archetype by possessing likenesses that 
in some potential ways resemble its fulfillment; (3) a real bond must exist 
between the two poles; and (4) because God has guaranteed in Scripture 
the type’s inevitable fulfillment, there must be a dynamic element in the 
relationship that moves a type toward its actualization. There is no need to 
verify the first two of these criteria. For Theodore, the reception of baptism 
and the Eucharist and their heavenly fulfillment are or will be historical 
events. Their meanings and their relationships to each other are also ex- 


40. For a treatment of this kind of sacramental outlook, see K. J. Woolcombe, “Le 
sens de ‘type’ chez les Péres,” Supplément de la Vie Spirituelle 4 (1951): 84-100. 
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plicitly acknowledged in Scripture, especially by Paul. We now want to es- 
tablish, first, in what sense Theodore holds that a recipient of baptism par- 
ticipates in the spiritual realities that they image and, second, what rela- 
tionship exists between them. 

Theodore often speaks of baptism as more than an empty ritual offer- 
ing only hope for the future. He insists that the first fruits bestowed by the 
Spirit at the moment of baptism are not merely a promise but a true, 
though initial, sharing in the future life. “[W]hen we also receive ‘the first- 
fruits of the Holy Spirit’ by [our] sharing in the mysteries, we believe that 
we already exist in these realities.”4? He expresses the same idea when he 
says, “you are born again to a new life as you have been steered by these 
signs and come to share in [their] reality” (CH 14:6). Central to this idea of 
a present typical sharing is Theodore’s emphasis on how a person becomes 
a true member of Christ’s body by means of his or her baptism and shares 
in this new life through the Eucharist. “For just as we all have become the 
one body of Christ by means of [our] new birth and by the Holy Spirit, so 
do we all become [one] by [our] one sharing in Christ our Lord whenever 
[we receive] the one nourishment present in these sacred mysteries, by 
whose means the grace of the Holy Spirit now nourishes us. For we are 
also baptized by the one Spirit into [Christ’s] one body” (CH 16:24). A per- 
son is reborn to a new life in the Spirit and shares in the blessings of this 
new life by remaining a member united to Christ’s “body.” This is possible 
because by being joined to Christ’s humanity, one participates also in 
Christ’s union not only with the Word but also with his Father: “Therefore 
God the Word was united to His Father according to nature. So too through 
his union with (the Word), the assumed man also receives a union with 
the Father. And we in a similar way with the natural union that we have 
with Christ in the flesh, receive, insofar as it can be done, a spiritual partic- 
ipation with him and become his body, [with] each one us truly a member. 
So we hope to rise at the end [of time] as he has, and to be regenerated 
into eternal life. So by going through him to God, we possess necessarily a 
family relationship with the Father.” 


43. THC, 582/583; CH 16:30. 
44. TJA, 315-16/225-26. The same thought is expressed in CH 6:10-11 (THC, 
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While the members of Christ’s body participate in Christ’s present im- 
mortal life only in a typical way, their bodily union with him enables each 
to be a son or daughter in God’s family. “For he gave them something ex- 
ceedingly elevated that made them equal, insofar as it could [be done], 
with him in honor and enabled them to delight in the power of his son- 
ship. They were not born again in a natural way according to a [regular] 
bodily generation but they received this birth by means of the power of 
God because of [their] likeness to and union with him.” So by having be- 
come living members of Christ’s body, the baptized become God’s children 
but adopted ones: ‘Insofar as You (the Word) have united me to God [Your] 
Father by the power of the Spirit, you have also made me worthy of son- 
ship, so that I can call You my Father. So after You have given me the grace 
of the Spirit, make them also sons [and daughters], so that, just as I have 
become [Your Son], they also may become one and have the same union 
with You in order to call You with confidence Father’” (315-16/225-26).*° 

Because the baptized come into union with God by being united as 
members of Christ’s body and children in God’s family, Christ serves as the 
true and only mediator, being both divine and human. Because of his hu- 
manity’s union with the Word, he unites others to God their Father and be- 
stows his graces and spiritual benefits upon them. Theodore, therefore, re- 
gards salvation primarily as a communal (in the sense of corporate) 
encounter with God. Yet he insists that one does share in an individual re- 
lationship with God as a member of his family. “For the divine nature is in 


him in whom we first believe and then through [our] rebirth we receive a 


150/151): “because of the sharing we have with him in this world, we also receive with 
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natural household relationship with the homo assumptus and thence also 
an ineffable union with God the Word” (81/58). Moreover, this kind of 
union is also with the divine nature: “Just as I myself have an exact and in- 
effable union with You (Father), so also these who have become one in us 
by their faith .. . they possess a union with me by which they are elevated 
to the honor of [being in] a relationship with the divine nature” (CH 
10:18). 

What assures a baptized person, therefore, that he or she will attain a 
future immortal life with God is the fact that one is a living member of 
Christ’s body. Just as a student who has attended class and received A’s on 
all his exams and papers may expect to graduate, the baptized person pos- 
sesses a surety guaranteeing him that he will achieve his promised immor- 
tal life, just as Christ’s baptism assured him his future immortal life. But, in 
the meantime, a member of Christ’s body must live the kind of life that is 
now anticipated: “(Paul) says that by (your) birth at baptism you have ar- 
rived at a new life and have become a part of the body of Christ our Lord. 
We expect to share with him. He now turns us away from the life of this 
world and we die to this world” (CH 6:13).*’ 

Theodore explains what he means by the “body” of Christ in different 
ways. Following Scripture, he calls it the household of God. To grasp its full 
significance, one must remember that in ancient times not only the blood 
members but all those living in a household were considered part of a fam- 
ily.48 An indication of how Theodore understood this “family body” is seen 
in his analogy of the union of the baptized with Christ’s humanity with the 
natural affinity between Eve and Adam. This union results not merely from 
their mutual human nature but also from Eve’s being physically made from 
Adam’s body: “For just as Adam’s wife was a portion taken from his bones 
and his flesh, so also are we members of the Lord’s body, made so from his 
flesh and his bones because we have accepted grace from that Spirit who 


47. See also CH 14.21: “From this (operation of the Spirit at baptism) we become 
children of God and the one body of Christ our Lord whom we judge to be our head as 
he is from our nature and is the first to have risen from the dead. For we receive partici- 
pation in these goods by means of him.” 
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[entered] into him, so that we may attain to a resurrection and an immor- 
tality like his own.”*° Theodore also likens the two unions to the relation- 
ship between a type and its archetype: “Adam was created the first of all 
human beings, and afterwards God took a small [part] of him and formed 
the woman whom he united to himself in perfect love through conjugal in- 
tercourse, as it has been said: ‘both are one flesh.” From this, the whole hu- 
man race took the beginning of its existence. ... God then took a portion 
from this grace and gave it in this way to others in order that they too 
might share in this. He made everyone a sharer in the Spirit whereby we 
are reborn in a spiritual way. And as we possess a natural union with him 
by a similar birth, so we receive by his means a household relationship 
with God the Word. It was not one of conjugal intercourse but one of faith 
and perfect love that unites all the believers to Christ our Lord.”%° 

In noting that the union is not consummated by intercourse, Theodore 
is not denying that it is some sort of a “corporeal” union. He wants to 
avoid the impression that it is merely physical. For to be part of Christ’s 
body, one must freely commit one’s self in loving faith and remain commit- 
ted to virtuous living. One can fail to live up to all that this truly entails, of 
course: “So also in your regard, consider me to be like a vine to you, as I 
am the first [who] has received the Spirit’s entire grace. For you are like 
branches to me in that by your spiritual birth you have received a union 
with me. So therefore as long as the branches are in the vine, they provide 
fruit. But if they are cut off from there, they are found to be useless. For as 
soon as they are pruned away, they are reduced to aridity and sterility. So 
also you, as long as you are in my love, you bear of necessity the richest 
fruit of virtue. Then after the rest of the believers who were born anew by 
the power of the Spirit and have become the body of Christ by their thus 
receiving a union with him, he exploited the example of the vine to teach 
them in a spiritual way by this to maintain love toward him. For where [he 
says] ‘the vine when implanted in the earth possesses its own individual 
life which it once received from the earth, so too the branches which it 
produces bear fruit as long as they are [remaining] in it” (281/201). 


49. TEP 1:186. 
50. TJA, 80-81/57. 
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The Spirit’s Role in Baptism 

As the last quotation indicates, Theodore considers the members of the 
Church as a “living body.” As its head, Christ is esteemed not only for his 
leadership role but also because he is the source of vitality for all the rest 
of the “body”: “For he calls the ‘church’ the congregation of the faithful. 
He designates (Christ), however, to be our ‘head. .. . Therefore just as we 
think the more esteemed part in one’s body to be the head from which all 
vital power flows to the rest of the body, so in the present life ‘we (human 
beings) are all one body’ because we are also of one nature.”*' However, it 
is the Holy Spirit who bestows on Christ’s humanity the fullness of all the 
grace that the members of Christ’s body require for life. While the Spirit’s 
mediation will be discussed in Chapter 7, I want to highlight at this point 
the Spirit’s role in promoting the body of Christ. Theodore derives his pres- 
ent thought on the role of the Spirit in baptism from the New Testament, 
especially from Romans 8:15, 23; Galatians 4:5; and Ephesians 1:5. Christ’s 
mediating role in dispensing the grace of the Spirit is possible because of 
his human nature’s intimate union with the Word: “‘Of his fullness we 
have all received’; that is, the grace of the Spirit that we have received from 
the riches (Christ) is pleased [to bestow]. For here he is speaking of his hu- 
man nature [in which] all grace is present. This [fact] makes known the 
greatness of the [divine] nature present in him.” 

The Spirit is also the One who enables the baptized to become sons 
and daughters of God through the sonship Christ now possesses. “Through 
the Spirit’s mediation, You have also made me worthy of sonship so that I 
might call You my Father. So also after the grace of the Spirit has been con- 
ferred, make them to be [Your] sons [and daughters], in order that, as I am 
one, they also may be one and have the same union with You and may 
confidently call You Father” (316/226). The role of the Spirit in baptism is 
primarily to bestow filial adoption upon those who are baptized and have 
become members of the body of Christ and of the family of God: “For the 


51. TEP 1:139-40. 
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Holy Spirit grants us filial adoption at baptism, in whom we all believe are 
baptized and become one body according to what the Holy Spirit accom- 
plishes in us at baptism. By this, we have now become children of God and 
the one body of Christ our Lord whom we designate as our head, as he is 
of our own nature and is the first one raised from the dead, so that we par- 
ticipate through him in these goods” (CH 14:21). Theodore, however, in- 
sists that the sonship that the Spirit has accorded Christ’s humanity differs 
notably from that of the baptized. Whereas Christ is the true Son of God by 
grace, the baptized are adopted children because of their “bodily” union 
through baptism. “For by his union with God the Word, [effected] through 
the Spirit’s mediation, he has been joined in a true sonship. We have our- 
selves received a portion of the Spirit’s grace [present] in him, and by 
means of this we have been made participants with him in a filial adop- 
tion, even though we are far distant from this greatness.”>* To be called an 
adopted child of God, therefore, one has to be united in a vital way to the 
body of Christ. One cannot call God “Father” simply because one has been 
created: “But if He is called the Father of human beings it is not because 
He fashioned them that He is called Father but because they are kin to Him 
as His family members. Because of this, He is not called Father by everyone 
but by those who belong to His household” (CH 2:13). Therefore, when 
one becomes a child of God at baptism, the presence of the Spirit within 
the body of Christ assures believers that their hope for the future will be 
fulfilled: “Therefore he states that we who have believed and have received 
a share of the Spirit have become sharers in the assurance that Christ has 
received and that we have received because of [our] natural union with 
him.”54 

Before turning to a discussion of how sacramental types are related to 
their realities and how Christ relates as head to his “body,” we need first to 
present Theodore’s teaching about the Eucharist as a true sacramental 
type. While baptism signifies the beginning of one’s union with Christ, the 
Eucharist looks to a kind of nourishment that a member of Christ’s body 
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needs to feed upon and be thereby strengthened in this new life. Its signif- 
icance lies in the real transformation that takes place when the Spirit 
changes the eucharistic bread and wine into the body and blood of Christ. 


The Eucharist as a Sacramental Type 
Like many other fourth-century fathers, Theodore employs the terms 


“type, 
under the appearances of bread and wine. It was a time, too, when theolo- 


” 


archetype,” and “symbol” to express how Christ is really present 


gians began to refer to the Eucharist in realistic terms rather than as a type, 
doubtless owing to the emerging crisis over how Christ’s natures are unit- 
ed to one another. When one asserts that the eucharistic bread and wine 
are transformed into the body and blood of Christ, the question emerges, 
who is this Jesus Christ? Cyril for one identified Christ with the Word of 
God and concluded that when a baptized person receives the Eucharist, he 
or she participates in his divine life. Theodore, by contrast, understands 
the “body” of Christ as referring primarily to his humanity but in its essen- 
tial relationship to the Word. The difference in these two outlooks has had 
major repercussions for understanding what occurs whenever the Eu- 
charist is received. 

When Theodore comments upon Jesus’ words, “This is my body, and 
this is my blood,” he pointedly observes the literal meaning of Jesus’ own 
words: “It is well, then, that when giving the bread, [our Lord] did not say: 
‘This is a type of my body, but ‘This is my body’; and likewise with the 
chalice (of wine), (he did) not (say) that: ‘This is a type of my blood, but: 
‘This is my blood. For after the (bread and wine) have received the grace 
and the coming of the Holy Spirit, he has wanted that we too not regard 
their nature (as being bread and wine) but take them as being the body 
and blood of our Lord” (CH 15:10).°> True to his commitment to the text, 
Theodore admits that there occurs a real transformation of the bread and 
wine into the body of Christ, not as the Word but as Christ’s humanity in 


55. Theodore also affirms in CH 16:28 how the reception of the Eucharist nourishes 
one’s life in Christ’s Body: “When, therefore, all of us are nourished by the same body of 
our Lord, we participate in him through this nourishment. All of us become the one body 
of Christ and we receive thereby a participation in and union with him as our head.” 
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its union with the Word. So when a person receives the Eucharist, he or 
she is truly partaking of Christ’s body in a “physical” sense: “Then it is 
well [that] the priest, following the priestly ordinance, must present the pe- 
tition and supplication to God in order that the coming of the Holy Spirit 
may take place and [His] grace come upon the bread and wine presented 
there, so that there is perceived that it is truly the body and blood of our 
Lord who ... became immortal and the leader of immortality for others” 
(CH 15:10). One may still see the bread and wine with one’s eyes, but one 
must believe that the Spirit has truly transformed these both into the body 
and blood of Christ. “When presenting [the host], the priest then says: ‘the 
body of Christ’ He is thereby informing you by this that you not look at 
what is visible but imagine in your mind what the presented [host] has 
come to be, namely, that by the coming of the Holy Spirit it is the body of 
Christ” (CH 16:28). One must judge the reality of the Eucharist not merely 
by how it appears to the senses but according to its underlying reality. This 
thought will be developed more fully in our treatment of Christ’s humanity 
as the visible “image of the invisible God.” 

Theodore also regards the priest’s act of intermingling the bread with 
the wine at the Mysteries as indicating that the body and blood of Christ 
are not properly two elements but one. “(The priest) joins (the bread and 
the wine) and brings them together into one, so as to manifest to all by this 
(action) that even if these are two, nevertheless they are one in power and 
are the memorial of the death and passion that the body of our Lord [expe- 
rienced], when his blood was spilled on the cross for us.... For it is one 
entire human body together with his entire blood that is intermingled 
there” (CH 16:15). Like baptism, the reception of the Eucharist equally ex- 
presses and effects a continuance of one’s own natural union with Christ: 
“And (John) said: ‘Who eats my flesh and drinks my blood, [meaning that] 
this one will then have, as it were, communion with me through the work 
of the Spirit’s grace and will possess, as it were, a natural union with me, 
perpetually enjoying eternal life.”°° Yet though the Eucharist is a type, the 
eucharistic bread and wine are to be regarded as truly the body and blood 


56. TJA, 49-50/106-7. 
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of Christ’s humanity when they are transformed by the Spirit: “It is also 
necessary for us who have received the grace of the Holy Spirit in sacra- 
mental types that we no longer regard what is presented as being bread 
and a chalice but [consider] that they are Christ’s body and blood into 
which the Holy Spirit’s graced descent has transformed them” (CH 15:11).°’ 

Theodore, however, refers in other places to the Eucharist as a type: 
“For the bread which has been given by our Lord to his disciples is a type 
of the bodily food which we place upon the altar up to this day.”>* This 
statement does not contradict his earlier assertion of a real spiritual trans- 
formation when the priest changes the bread and wine into the body and 
blood of Christ. The Eucharist is really the body of Christ from the moment 
that the Spirit at the epiclesis has transformed the eucharistic bread and 
wine into Christ’s body and blood. Theodore regards a type as possessing 
its reality. We can see how Theodore construes the Eucharist as a type in 
his analogy of a piece of coal that is transformed when superheated: “The 
carbon was first of all black and cold. But when this was plunged into the 
fire, the carbon becomes luminous and warm. The nourishment [provided 
here] by the sacred mystery also becomes something like [this]. For it is 
presented as bread and ordinary wine but by means of the coming of the 
Holy Spirit it is changed into [Christ’s] body and blood” (CH 16:36). 

As such, the Eucharist’s transformed nature becomes true nourishment 
for our life below: “We have a vital need for a nourishment that belongs to 
this life here below—in a typical way that will nourish us with the grace of 
the Holy Spirit” (CH 14:3). It is meant to be a true kind of spiritual food 
that will nourish all those who constitute the body of Christ: “For the bread 
is one and the body of Christ our Lord into whom the bread placed [on the 
altar] has been changed is one—for it receives this entire change by the 
single coming of the Holy Spirit. And we all equally partake of it, because 


57. The same idea is expressed earlier in CH 15:4: “When we have become immortal 
and attained a heavenly home, we will no longer need this nourishment [obtained] by 
the labor of (our) hands. The immortality which we will then have [will be supported] by 
a powerful grace that will serve as nourishment in our [new state of] existence.” 

58. TJA, 142/101. See also CH 16:15. “For this to be, we have necessarily a need for 
nourishment that is suitable for us in this life here below that gives us some [nourish- 
ment] by the grace of the Holy Spirit in a typical way.” 
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we all are the one body of Christ our Lord and all of us are nourished by 
the same body and the same blood. For just as we all have come to be the 
one body of Christ by means of the new birth and by the Holy Spirit, so we 
all become by [our] one sharing in Christ our Lord the one nourishment 
present in the sacred mysteries by whose means the grace of the Holy Spir- 
it nourishes us. For we are all also baptized by the one Spirit into one 
body” (CH 16:24).°? The same emphasis on the need for continuing nour- 
ishment is expressed more clearly in the following passage, where Theo- 
dore likens it to what every animal’s body requires from its nurturing 
mother: “For every animal who is born naturally from another animal and 
receives its nourishment from the body of that one who gave it birth. So 
also from the very beginning God has ordered this to transpire among cre- 
ated beings that every female animal engendering life has within herself 
the nourishment befitting those she has engendered. It is necessary then 
that we who have partaken of divine grace in a typical way also receive 
nourishment from above” (CH 15:5). 

But in addition to providing nourishing grace for this life, the Eucharist 
foreshadows the benefits that the Spirit will supply in heaven: “It is not his 
own sacrifice that the priest offers there, as he is truly not the high priest. 
Rather he accomplishes the service of this ineffable sacrifice as in an icon- 
ic manner whereby he is [now] portraying for you an image of the ineffa- 
ble heavenly things in imaginative ways” (CH 15:21). The main benefit for 
communicants is the true sharing in the present immortal union that 
Christ’s human nature now fully enjoys with the Word of God: “When you 
see me become immortal ... you yourselves because of your association 
with me also receive what has been accomplished within me by the divine 
nature dwelling in me” (CH 8:11). Apparently drawing on a passage from 
Hebrews, Theodore views those participating in the eucharistic celebration 
as also sharing in the eternal liturgy being solemnized everywhere and at 


59. The same view is expressed in CH 16:30: “We need necessarily a nourishment 
which belongs to this life here below, which nourishes us with the grace of the Holy Spir- 
it in a typical way. . . . For by [this] birth we receive these things [participation in immor- 
tality, unchangeableness, sinlessness], so that when we have been fed we are able to 
continue in this existence.” 
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all times by the angels and the heavenly hosts: “But it is the same sacrifice 
that all the priests of the New Alliance offer in a continual way in every 
and all places and at every time. For this sacrifice is the one offered for all 
of us, that is, by Christ our Lord, who has accepted death for our sake and 
by means of this sacrificial oblation has achieved perfection for us” (CH 
15:19). 

The aim of the Eucharist, like that of baptism, also expresses the com- 
ing together of all the baptized into one body: “the grace of the Holy Spirit 
may come upon those who are assembled, so that, as they have been 
brought by the new birth into one body, they may also now be affirmed to 
be one body because of their communion in the body of our Lord and that 
by their unity and peace and effort to [do] what is right, they may come 
[together] and complete [their] oneness, in order that when all of us look 
at God with a peaceful heart, [this may] not be for our punishment. .. . We 
are, therefore, united by participating in the holy mysteries and will be 
united by this to our head, Christ our Lord, whose body we believe we are 
and by whom we now share in the divine nature” (CH 16:13). If one un- 
derstands this kind of participation in the divine nature as a form of di- 
vinization, then Theodore’s existential view may actually not be that far 
from the Scholastic theoretical explanation of divinization as a supernatu- 
ral union whereby a person is joined to God’s life and nature in an acciden- 


tal sense. 


The Sacraments and Their Realities 


From what we have seen, Theodore looks upon the sacraments as ac- 
quiring their salvific power from this, that they integrate their recipients 
into the body of the risen Christ. “Therefore they will no longer be thought 
to be part of Adam but of Christ; and they will no longer name Adam their 
head but Christ, who is the one renewing them” (CH 1:4). Baptism and the 
Eucharist may not confer upon their recipients an immortal and immutable 
life such as Christ’s human nature now enjoys; but they do transform one’s 
life by enabling one to participate—in a limited way—in the fullness of the 
benefits that Christ’s body now possesses. By their being joined to Christ’s 
body at baptism as living members to their head and feeding upon this 
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body by means of the Eucharist, they are guaranteed future immortality in 
the heavenly Kingdom, provided they remain faithful to this new “bodily” 
life: “without hesitation, we have faith in [the attainment of] those future 
goods, persevering in a conduct conformed to the new world and, as much 
as possible, ordering our life in this world” (CH 1:4). 

Theodore insists that the saving power that flows through the body of 
Christ comes from Christ’s human union with the Word and the work of 
the Holy Spirit. “For also the body of our Lord does not possess by its own 
nature immortality and (the power of) bestowing immortality. Rather it has 
come to him through the Holy Spirit. [For it was] at his resurrection from 
the dead [that] he received [full] union with the divine nature and became 
immortal and the principle of immortality for others” (CH 15:10). We 
grant that it is the Spirit who operates in full collaboration with the human 
nature of Christ (in its union with the Word) and who likewise transforms 
the life of the baptized from a state of mortality to potential immortality, 
but what is the relationship between the present and future states of the 
baptized who are now members of Christ’s body? 

Theodore sees the relationship in scriptural terms. For instance, the 
sacrament of baptism seals a person in a way similar to how sheep and sol- 
diers are branded to indicate their master: “But this seal with which you 
are now signed signifies how you have been marked from this point on as 
a sheep who belongs to Christ and as a soldier under the King of heaven” 
(CH 13:17). Besides permanently marking a person as a Christian, the seal 
provides a firmness that comes from the grace received that is a surety or 
guarantee of what is to come in the future. This grace may be slight at the 


«ce 


present moment but it presages the full grace in the future: “‘You have re- 
ceived confirmation by the Spirit’s participation.” For (Paul) says: ‘You have 
been sealed’ A firmness, however, was acquired for them through the 
grace of the Spirit. . . . Well, however, did he speak of the Spirit [as one] of 
promise, since all the good things expected in the future age are expected 


to be there for believers because of the participation of the Spirit .. . they 


60. The literal view of the consecration is also affirmed in CH 16:12. Theodore’s re- 
mark about Christ’s humanity being fully united to the Word simply refers to the fact that 
Christ’s human nature has now reached its final state of immortality. 
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regard the first fruits [to be] the small amount of grace [bestowed] in the 
present life as a confirmation of the things to come.”* The baptized can 
share in Christ’s immortal state because they now share in Christ’s human 
nature as those united to his body: “(The assumed man) mounted to heav- 
en in order that henceforth we might have a surety of a possessed partici- 
pation because of [our] sharing in [his] nature” (CH 12:6). 

Theodore believes too that the baptized receive a new birth that trans- 
forms their nature into a superior one: “the one who descends into the wa- 
ter is reformed by the grace of the Holy Spirit and is born again to another 
superior human nature. ... you are again gladdened and formed so as to 
be changed to a superior nature. You set aside the former mortality and 
take on a nature wholly immortal and incorruptible” (CH 14:10-11). This 
new superior nature is, therefore, in some sense an immortal one. While 
one cannot be mortal and immortal at the same time, Theodore is refer- 
ring, I believe, to the way that the baptized have become members of 
Christ’s body and share in an inchoate way in his immortal nature. One’s 
life as a member of Christ’s body can be said to be a sharing in this supe- 
rior life: “It is the grace of the Spirit who forms the one baptized in a sec- 
ond birth and makes him totally other. .. . but when he has been baptized 
and has received the divine and spiritual grace, he has become totally oth- 
er in an absolute sense” (CH 14:9). Those who now possess this superior 
nature are assured of their future immortality: “We also ourselves expect to 
enjoy these [benefits] that are superior to our nature” (CH 12:10). 

Theodore spells out through examples how the baptized share even 
now, in a potential way, in the new state that is evolving toward its prom- 
ised fulfillment. In three remarkable analogies, Theodore illustrates how he 
conceives of the first fruits of this “superior” immortal nature and its future 
union with God. These analogies exemplify the criterion that Theodore laid 
down for the dynamic way in which a type is related to its archetype. The 
first example conveys how the fire of baptism has permanently remolded a 
person’s nature: “But just as a vase made by a potter is fashioned and then 
molded anew in water, in such a way that its own nature remains as long 
as the clay is still soft and has not participated in the nature of fire, but 


61. TEP 1:132-33. 
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when it has been plunged into the fire, there is no way for it to be refash- 
ioned and molded into another. So now also in our case because we are in 
a mortal nature, we must duly receive this renewal through baptism. But 
after we have been fashioned anew through baptism and received the 
grace of the Holy Spirit who strengthens us more than any fire does, we 
will no longer receive an additional renewal nor also will we any longer ex- 
pect another baptism” (CH 14:13). 

The next two examples provide a clearer insight into how Theodore un- 
derstands the relationship between the renewal at baptism and its fulfill- 
ment in heaven. He likens it to how a fertilized egg grows within a preg- 
nant woman and to the potential powers that a newborn child has for 
speaking and walking. The passage is a lengthy one: 


He shows that just as the womb of a mother receives [her husband’s] seed 
in this carnal birth [and] the divine hand then forms it in accordance with 
[God’s] decree at the beginning [of its fashioning], so also in baptism the 
water becomes a womb for the one being born. However, it is the grace of 
the Spirit who is forming the one baptized for a second birth and renders 
this one totally other. Thus in the same way that a seed enters into a moth- 
er’s womb, [having] neither life nor soul nor sensation but, having been 
formed by the divine hand to issue into a living human being endowed 
with a soul, he has a nature that can experience sensation and every [kind 
of] human operation. Here also in a similar way to the womb, the one be- 
ing baptized descends into the water like the seed without any sign that an 
immortal nature will come forth. But when this one is baptized and has re- 
ceived the divine spiritual grace, he becomes in every way wholly other. He 
is formed into an immortal nature from a mortal one, into an incorruptible 
one from a corruptible one, from a changing one to an immutable one and 
wholly other by the power of the One who formed it. Just as one born of a 
woman possesses the power to speak, hear, walk, and work with his hands 
but is completely undeveloped for all these (actions), but afterwards with 
time he will receive these according to the divine decree. So likewise now 
the one born at baptism possesses in himself all the power of an immortal 
and incorruptible nature and possesses all these, although he is now inca- 
pable of operating them and making them function and manifesting them 
until the moment that God has determined for us. (CH 14:9-10)® 


62. See also CH 14:28. 
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The relationship, therefore, between the initial transformation and its 
later fulfillment in heaven, like that between a type and its archetype, is 
not a simple likeness or an empty, meaningless kind of participation. It is 
one where a potential power has been bestowed that will achieve its future 
realization, provided that nothing blocks its process. The typical relation- 
ships between Adam and Christ’s humanity, between the two Testaments, 
and between Christ and his Church, on one side, and a husband and his 
wife, on the other, have been definitively established. Yet the situation is 
very different between a baptized person and his or her yet to be attained 
immortal life. The goal is guaranteed, but because of human freedom one 
can turn away from one’s union with the body of Christ. So, for Theodore, 
the final fulfillment of sacramental types is always assured, but with the 
proviso that a baptized person has to remain corporally at one with Christ 
as a vital member of his body. One must also rely, of course, upon the spir- 
itual nourishment that the Eucharist provides a person for living a loving 
and virtuous life. 


Is the Church as the Body of Christ a Mere Metaphor? 


Because Christ’s humanity is united in a true “exact” union with the 
Word of God, those joined to him, as a bodily member to its head, will at- 
tain an immortal existence in heaven, just as a living body shares in the 
honors that its head has achieved. We need now to explore the kind of 
“body” about which Theodore is speaking. He often refers to the union of 
Christ and his Church in Pauline terms as one between a head and its 
body: “What I have said is: ‘because I am in my Father’ [it is] because of 
an equality of nature and inseparable union. ... And ‘I am in you, [in the 
sense that] this union is the result of what happens when you have been 
born anew by the power of the Spirit and become my body, and I will be- 
come your head as it has been said.”® When commenting on Ephesians 


63. TJA, 274-75/196. See also CH 13:9: “Because you have called upon Christ and 
been inscribed in the church of God and expect to become the body and member of 
Christ through the birth of holy baptism, you also have communion with Christ our Lord 
as you are united to his head and distant from all those who dare to depart from the faith 
and profession of the church.” 
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4:26, Theodore notes that, strictly speaking, we are not his body but rather 
members of his body: “So (Paul) did not say ‘we are the body’ but a ‘mem- 
ber. For we are greatly concerned for those members who belong to us, 
considering all these to be in a similar way communal parts of the [same] 
body.” 

The question arises as to whether the phrase the “body of Christ” is to 
be interpreted as a simple metaphor or as something more. Ulrich Wickert 
believes that Theodore regards the body of Christ more as a metaphor, un- 
derstanding the Church to be an assembled sum of its members and thus 
not signifying an organic relationship between Christ and his Body: 
“in essence the sum of the members clearly ordered to one another in a 
ovoTyua without having any reference to an ‘organic’ kind of body.”® The 
Church, for Wickert, is not an external structure but an interior one, made 
up of those who come together in devout faith as individuals who share a 
common belief. Theodore expresses such a view: “For this edifice built by 
[human] hands is not what (Paul) calls the church, even though it came to 
be so named because of the assembly of the believers within it. Rather he 
named the church to be the whole assembly of the believers who fear God 
in the right way, those who since the coming of Christ have in every place 
believed in him until ... the coming of our Savior whom we expect from 
heavens” (CH 10:15).°° For Wickert, the Church, as described in 1 Timothy 
3:15, is the house of the living God that is the pillar and ground of truth. 
As such, it is not independent of human free choice, though it does require 
the assistance of the Holy Spirit to acquire holiness. For Wickert, such a 
view of the one body of the Church preserves the ability of believers to be 


in direct communication with God.°*’ 


64. TEP 1:174. 

65. Ulrich Wickert, Studien zu den Pauluskommentaren Theodores von Mopsuesti: 
Als Beitrag zum Verstdénnis der Antiochenischen Theologie (Berlin: Topelmann, 1962), 
150. See 147-56 for the context. 

66. See also CH 10:18 and 15:43-44. 

67. See Wickert, Studien zu den Pauluskommentaren, 150. 
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Paul’s Understanding of the Body of Christ 


Since Theodore is committed to a literal interpretation of Scripture, it 
helps to consider how Paul regarded the body of Christ, as Paul is undoubt- 
edly the source of Theodore’s view on this question. Many scriptural schol- 
ars favor an interpretation much stronger than that of a metaphor, such as 
John L. McKenzie, who, in his Dictionary of the Bible, maintains that “The 
physical realism of these [Pauline] passages [about the body of Christ] is re- 
markable and should not be diluted to mere metaphor. The identity of 
Christians with the physical body of Christ is unique in Paul’s presentation 
and is much more than the union of members of a society with the govern- 
ing authority and with each other.”®* The Pauline passage that best bears 
this out is Ephesians 4:15-16: “But by speaking the truth in love, we will 
grow up in every way into him who is the head, into Christ, from whom the 
whole body, fitted together and knit together by every band with which it is 
equipped, as each part is working according to its measure, promotes the 
body’s growth in building itself up in love.”® In commenting on this pas- 
sage, Theodore shows his dependence on Paul’s way of conceiving the Body 
of Christ: “Since he called him the head, he showed that also those things 
belonging to the head are present to him; so that by these very things he re- 
veals that a union of this sort with him is necessary for us .. . since just as 
all vital power is borne to the rest of the body from our head, from which 
each of the members both lives and is moved and is fitted together to the 
rest of the body, so also there comes to us as from Christ the head the spir- 
itual grace of regeneration whereby we have received a union with Christ; 
so as to say that ‘Christ acts thus for the purpose of building up of his own 
body by that love which he has toward us. He shows by this that he is im- 
posing a difference of graces, not a necessity of division, not only because 
Christ is one and bestows these things upon us as being one, but also be- 
cause we all have been made his one body by a spiritual regeneration.”” 

68. McKenzie, Dictionary of the Bible, 101. 

69. Paul expresses the same thought in Col. 2:18-19: “Do not be cheated by 
those. ... who do not hold fast to the head from whom the whole body, having been 


supplied and joined by joints and muscles, will grow [with] the growth of God.” 
70. TEP 1:169-70. 
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There are other passages in the New Testament that at least insinuate a 
corporate union closer to an organic than a metaphorical one, such as 
those where Adam and Christ are said to be the heads of two different 
kinds of existence and whose free acts affect all those united to them by 
nature. Just as Adam’s sin had a “physical” impact upon every one of his 
descendants, keeping them mortal, Christ’s sinlessness also affected in a 
“bodily” way all those united with him as their sole head: “For insofar as 
Adam is called a ‘human being’ and each one of us and all of us participate 
in this name, so also those who are the body of Christ through spiritual 
generation are aptly denoted by this word ‘body.”” Theodore also asserts 
that other humans share in Christ’s benefits by being united to him in a 
bodily way. “Since he called him the head, he showed that also those [ben- 
efits] belonging to the head are present to him; so that by these very things 
he shows that a union of this sort with him is necessary for us.”’2 

We see the same outlook in many other biblical passages. In Luke’s 
Gospel, for instance, Christ is identified in a “bodily” way with those in 
need: “those who hear you, hear me, and those who reject you, reject me. 
Whatever you do to the least of my brethren, you do to me.” Paul portrays 
the Church, too, as a living organism whose life is quickened by the Spirit, 
and he argues in 1 Corinthians 6:15-16 that a believer involved with a 
prostitute forms one body with her, contrary to his role as a true member 
of Christ’s body: “Know you not that your bodies are the members of 
Christ? Shall I then take the members of Christ, and make them members 
of a harlot? God forbid. What? Know you not that one who is joined to a 
harlot is one body?” All this suggests a corporate, organic sense of “body,” 
where the whole suffers and rejoices in the actions of other members. 

This kind of corporate concept is foreign to Western cultures that em- 
phasize individualism whereby a son suffers for his own sins, not for those 
of his father. It is, as it were, a tribal view, which sees an individual as part 
of a family, race, and nation in which all strive for the common good, even 
to the point of sacrificing one’s own personal good. It is an outlook that 
runs through the Hebrew Testament and is still prevalent among those 


71. TJA, 319-20/229. 
72. TEP 1:169. 
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Jews of other nations who are loyal to and fiercely supportive of Israel. 

Pierre Benoit is another Scripture scholar who views the Church as an 
organic, “physical” body united to Christ as its head.’”? Benoit maintains 
that Paul conceived the union between the Christian and Christ as a physi- 
cal (sacramental) union of the body of the Christian to the individual body 
of Christ. Contrary to others, Benoit is convinced that Paul did not derive 
his outlook from Gnosticism or any sort of sociological theory but from the 
Semitic recognition that the soul and its body are one and that an individ- 
ual can represent a whole class in a manner of a corporate personality. For 
example, the sins of a ruler can affect the whole nation. Moreover, Paul 
compares and contrasts the union of Christ’s body with a sexual union, 
where two bodies become one single flesh. Benoit concludes that Paul 
thought of the union as a “physical” one. 

Admittedly, analogies are imperfect. To say that the union between 
Christ as the head and the Church as members of his body is strictly organ- 
ic raises obvious problems. But there are other kinds of organic unions that 
are more than metaphorical. It is important to determine how much of this 


” 


dispute is merely semantic. Like the word “cancer,” “organic” is not a uni- 
vocal term but one that can be applied in different ways. The ninth edition 
of Webster’s New Collegiate Dictionary defines “organism” in one sense as 
“a complex structure of interdependent and subordinate elements whose re- 
lations and properties are largely determined by the function of the whole; 
an individual constituted to carry on the activities of life by means of or- 
gans separate in function but mutually dependent; a living being.” The 
question therefore becomes, is the body of Christ a corporate, “physical- 
like” kind of reality whose members all contribute to and share in the well- 
being of the whole body, with an inward living vitality that actively grows 
and dies? Or, perhaps better, is the body of Christ to be understood as 
“one” in the way that the Hebrews regard the soul and its body as an or- 
ganic whole rather than two separate realities? 

As we have seen, Theodore considers the body of Christ a living 


73. Pierre Benoit, “Corps. Téte et Pléréme dans les Epitres de la Captivité,” Revue 
Biblique 63 (1956): 6. See also 16. 
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“whole” whose collective existence is organized and unified around the 
goal of living only and wholly for Christ: “This good is common for all of 
us who believe. Why? Because all of us who believe are his body. . . . For 
what was bestowed upon him was received under the form of chrism. ‘The 
Spirit of the Lord, he said, ‘is upon me on account of which he anointed 
me. Also by our sharing in the Spirit at [our] rebirth, we perceive the shar- 
ing that he [already] has. . . . in whose form we now believe we have been 
already constituted, thinking that all those who believe are his body.””4 The 
members are attached to Christ, their head, by an indissoluble bond that 
the Spirit has bestowed at baptism and now nourishes through the Eu- 
charist. In commenting on Colossians 2:18-19, Theodore urges his readers, 
as members of the body of Christ, to enable the whole body to grow by liv- 
ing in accord with the graces they have received as members: “Since it be- 
fits you to follow those things that are Christ’s, in relationship to whom the 
common body is connected in accordance with that grace supplied them, 
you can make that increase to be in accord with God.””> This is clearly stat- 
ed in the passage cited earlier: “(Paul) designated him as our head ... 
therefore we think the head to be the more privileged part of the entire 
body, from which all vital power flows to the rest of the body.”” 
Theodore regards the vital power that flows from Christ as the head of 
the body as the Spirit’s graces handed on to Christ’s human nature. I shall 
discuss Theodore’s view of the pleréma in the next chapter, but suffice it to 
say here that Christ in his human nature distributes these to others, each in 
his or her own way: 
For just as there is borne from our head to the rest of the body all vital 
power from which each one of the members both lives and is moved and is 
fitted to the rest of the body, so also spiritual grace comes to us as from 
Christ [our own] head through whose regenerating grace we receive com- 
munion with him in one body, showing the difference between the mem- 
bers by the different graces [bestowed]. For he maintains that the new body 


of the church is bound and contained by Christ as [its] head in such a way 
that there functions in each one of us [that] spiritual operation which each 


74. TEP 1:139. 75. Ibid., 1:295. 
76. Ibid., 1:140. 
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one of us in undertaking our ministry does so in an ineffable manner for 
the common good. ... Not only because Christ is one does he as the one 
bestow these very things to us, but also all are made his own one body by 
a spiritual rebirth. And since the necessity of all is common, with each con- 
ferring what can be [a benefit] for the common good, so the one who is 
seen to have a meager grace is not thought to be of inferior [worth] for the 
common fulfillment, since there is one nature for the bodily members. 
Moreover we also have a common concern for all the members, thinking to 
perform everything likewise to secure the common body.” 


Theodore describes the priest in the “body” of Christ as the one speak- 
ing out on behalf of the whole organism: “For although [the priest] holds 
this oblation up as an offering, nevertheless he offers it as the tongue does 
for the whole body. Likewise the oblation is offered for all of us as a com- 
munity as being also a community benefit whose reception is reckoned as 
being for all of us equally.””* Following Paul’s lead, Theodore urges those 
who are members of Christ’s body to act as a united body that is at peace 
with itself and feels for all its members: “By this [act of exchanging a ges- 
ture of peace in the Eucharist] we profess that it is necessary for all of us 
who have become the one body of Christ our Lord to be at peace with each 
member, that we love each other equally, that we sustain and aid each oth- 
er, that we regard each other’s affairs to be that of the community and that 
we sympathize with each other’s sadness and rejoice in the blessings of 
each other” (CH 15:39). Theodore provides another organic analogy when 
he emphasizes the importance of all members’, including priests’, being 
spiritually healthy: “Just as these have need of their attached bodily mem- 
bers in order to fulfill their functions and require them to be healthy with 
their constitution in good order, if they expect to fulfill their functions with- 
out a failure, so also the priest as being part of the body of the church 
needs to be healthy in his rank” (CH 15:36). All this realistic language is 
more meaningful and convincing if Theodore indeed intends the members 
of Christ’s body to be understood as corporately linked to each other. 

The body of Christ also embraces those who are physically separated 


77. Ibid., 1:170-71. 
78. CH 15.41. 
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from those who are gathered for the eucharistic mysteries, indicating that 
the body of Christ is to be understood as a larger kind of organic body. The 
priest celebrates the Eucharist also for those who are absent but who are 
members of the Church: “A community sacrifice is immolated and a com- 
munity oblation offered for all of them. This is not only for those assisting 
but also for those absent insofar as they share in [the same] faith whereby 
they are numbered among the Church of God and will spend their lives” 
(CH 15:44). Following Paul, Theodore rejects within the body of Christ the 
relevance of race, nationality, gender, and economic status. For all are one 
“being” in Christ: “Therefore what distinction is to be recognized between 
the Jews and the Arameans and between slavery and freedom among those 
who have become immortal and incorruptible in nature like the form of 
Christ” (CH 1:3). As we have seen, Theodore affirms that those regenerat- 
ed by the Spirit become, literally, “one thing” (neuter): “Just as you have 
been given birth from the one Spirit so as to become ‘one thing’ by your 
birth, so it is fitting for you that you become bound and united one to an- 
other... . the one body of Christ ... (with) the assumed man as its head 
by whom we have family relationship with this divine nature, so that we 
expect in the world to come to share with him” (CH 9:17). 

Theodore also asserts a family relationship between Abraham and all 
the living members of Christ’s body in that they have become, in Paul’s 
words, the seed of Abraham: “Christ is the seed of Abraham. Being his 
body, you are also (Abraham’s) seed of which he is also. Otherwise it is 
impossible to be one in a corporeal sense and to reckon that he is the head 
of one [body] and the rest [of us] belonging to another body.”’? While this 
does not mean that the members of Christ’s body are blood descendants of 
Abraham, it suggests that they are related more than metaphorically. They 
are actually offspring who participate in the benefits that Yahweh promised 
to Abraham. The same idea is also expressed, in an expanded way, in the 
relationship between Christ qua man and the members of his body that 
renders null all gender and other kinds of distinctions: “So also in regard to 


the future immortal life which is [to come] after the resurrection, its princi- 


79. TEP 1:59. 
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ple [resides] in Christ. All of us, moreover, who share with him in the im- 
mortality [to be granted] after the resurrection, are made one with him, 
while each one of us is likewise seen to maintain the role of a common 
membership in relation to him. Then, therefore, there will be ‘neither male 
nor female. ... For all things will then be ended.”®° 

Theodore does admit, as Paul does, that there exist in the body of 
Christ differing kinds of charisms and ministries but that all are one in 
Christ: “For ‘above all’ [in reference to the clause in Ephesians 4:6: ‘who is 
above all and through all and in all of us’] means the one who surpasses 
all. ‘And through all things’ shows us his providence. And he is believed 
both to be and to dwell also ‘in all of us’ And whereas he manifests by all 
this that there needs to be a harmony among them, there is, nevertheless, 
a difference that is present among them because of a variety of graces. For 
if each one of us has his or her own spiritual grace, the difference, indeed, 
occurs according to the gift that Christ the Lord has thought worthy for 
each one of us.”®! Theodore is using here an organic-like model to explain 
how there can be different functions within the Church but with all the 
members considered one “being,” for whom all work for the benefit of the 
whole body. 

Theodore also likens the oneness between Christ’s humanity and the 
members of his body with what exists between Christ’s humanity and the 
Word: “Hence just as (Christ) is one, we also are all named ‘one being, 
since each one of us has a membership role in relationship to the whole. In 
the same way those who are born in Christ are called his body and each 
one of them is his member with Christ being the head of all of us. But if 
these things have been said in another place in the evangelist’s commen- 
tary, in no way do we think that they are superfluous. ... God the Word, 
therefore, is conjoined naturally to the Father. But through his union with 
Him, the homo assumptus also receives a union with the Father. So like- 


wise we also receive, insofar as we can, a spiritual sharing with the Father 


80. Ibid., 57. As Swete observes (TEP xxxvii), Theodore uses words such as videor 
and possum in a periphrastic way. I have omitted translating “seem to” in the present 
text. 

81. Ibid., 1:165. 


99 


because of the natural union that we have with Christ in the flesh. And we 
have become his body, and each of us a member. On that account we also 
hope to rise later like him and be born into an eternal life. When, therefore, 
we approach in the same way through him to God the Word, we necessar- 
ily receive a family kind of relationship with the Father.”** Theodore’s point 
seems to be that if the union between Christ as head and the baptized as 
the body is understood as constituting one reality, then the union between 
the Word and Christ’s humanity ought to be interpreted in a similar way. 
We shall see in Chapter 7 how Theodore likens this union to that between 
the spiritual soul and its material body in an quasi-organic unity. 

The material contained in this chapter shows how Theodore approach- 
es the role of Christ’s humanity in salvation from a literal, rational analysis 
of the New Testament, especially from what he discerned to be the signifi- 
cance of the typological relationship between Adam and Christ’s humanity 
as heads of their respective “bodies,” as well as between the sacraments of 
baptism and the Eucharist and their later heavenly fulfillment. Theodore 
sought to explain these roles in light of the answers that he found con- 
tained in the Scriptures, for he believed that these were inspired by God. 
From his examination of how Adam and Christ qua man are presented as 
the heads of two kinds of existence, he saw how humanity belongs to two 
“bodies” with different heads, Adam over the mortal state of creation and 
Christ’s humanity over an immortal state. His view of how a type is relat- 
ed to its archetype enabled him to discern how the two states are bonded 
to each other in God’s plan as a seed is to its later flowering. The two 
heads are similar to each other, but Adam’s role is far inferior to that of 
Christ gua man. Both “heads” have a quasi-causal effect upon all those 
who constitute the members of their bodies. Adam’s sin affects all human- 
ity and all creation, just as Christ’s victory over Satan and death enables all 
those who are united to him in a bodily way to achieve not merely the pos- 
sibility but truly, in an anticipatory way, the reality of an immortal exis- 
tence and an unending union with God. 


We have seen that those who are united to Adam and Christ as mem- 


82. TJA, 315-16/225-26. 
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bers of a body to their head personally share in Adam’s failure and Christ’s 
human victory. Because of the real relationship God has established be- 
tween a type and its fulfillment, then, the type is truly programmed, as it 
were, to achieve its goal. Theodore acknowledges this when, following 
Paul, he looks upon baptism and the Eucharist as the main ways—in addi- 
tion to the sharing in a common human nature—to achieve union with 
Christ and thereby one’s own salvation. Both sacraments are types reveal- 
ing and effecting in anticipatory ways the future realities that God has es- 
tablished for all who belong to Christ’s body. The present and future states 
are like each other, but the final state brings the fulfillment of what the 
sacraments promise. The future immortal union with God is guaranteed 
because God has determined their relationship and outcome within salva- 
tion history. As long as an individual remains sacramentally a living mem- 
ber of Christ’s body, such a one will certainly attain an immortal existence 
in a heavenly state—provided one lives a faithful and virtuous life. 

At baptism the Spirit is the agent of rebirth for the baptized. The bap- 
tized are endowed with a new superior nature that has the potential to be- 
come immortal in a future heavenly life. As members of his body, the bap- 
tized participate even now in the victory of Christ’s humanity over Satan 
and death, just as bodily members share in what their head has attained. 
But since they still exist in an intermediate state, a middle ground between 
two worlds, living in the present mortal existence yet belonging to the fu- 
ture, they are still liable to sin and death. They may be potentially sinless 
and immortal, but they can stray in their freedom as members of Christ’s 
body. To assist them in this in-between time, the Spirit provides them with 
the eucharistic nourishment they need to live within a mortal state until 
they can finally partake of the heavenly graces in an immortal state and 
union with the Word of God. “For as members of Christ, their union with 
God is realized by their union with the assumed man.”* 

While Theodore offers no unassailable statement in his extant works 
that the union of the members within the body of Christ is strictly organic, 
he certainly reflects Paul’s statements about the dynamic activity and 


83. TEP 142n10. 
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growth that occur within the body of Christ: “Since it befits you to follow 
those things which are Christ’s, in relationship to whom the common body 
is joined together in accord with that grace supplied them, you can make 
that increase to be in accord with God.”* I shall expand upon this in the 
following chapters. Let us now turn to the question of how Theodore un- 
derstands the role of Christ’s body in the salvation of nonhumans. 


84. Ibid., 1:295. 
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4. CHRIST'S SALVIFIC ROLE AS THE 
BOND OF THE UNIVERSE 


S WE SAW IN THE LAST CHAPTER, Theodore sees 
the pivotal role of Christ’s humanity in the divine 
plan of human salvation as his mediating role as 

the head of his body, the Church. Those who are united to 
him share in the benefits that flow to his human nature be- 
cause of its “exact” union with the Word of God in one “per- 
son.” The question then naturally arises, how does the rest of 
the created universe participate in the salvation that Christ 
has brought to humankind? Theodore addresses this in his 
commentaries on Colossians, Ephesians, and Genesis—works 
apparently written in the first two decades of the fifth century. 
While his other works may not lend themselves to this specif- 
ic theme, it appears that his thinking on this question evolved 
during this period, especially his view of how Adam is a type 
of Christ gua man and how Christ’s human nature, in which 
the divine pleréma dwells, recapitulates the spiritual and ma- 
terial worlds “in a bodily way.” 
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My intent here is to discuss in detail the salvific role Theodore assigns 
to Christ’s human nature as the way for the created nonhuman spiritual 
and material worlds to become united with God in a future immortal exis- 
tence. This chapter will be developed in light of Theodore’s typology as it 
applies to Adam and Christ’s humanity as the bonds of the universe. I shall 
begin with passages that indicate God’s will for the salvation of all created 
beings and then discuss Theodore’s view of Adam’s human nature as the 
bond uniting the angelic and the material worlds as one “body” within the 
universe. I shall also discuss the other roles that Theodore associates with 
Adam as the bond uniting the cosmos as one “body,” such as providing 
others access to God and the means whereby both the spiritual and the 
material worlds give God glory by caring for the needs of humankind. I 
shall then examine Theodore’s thinking on humans as the bond of the uni- 
verse as it relates to the effect of Adam’s sin on the harmonious and peace- 
ful unity of all creation. 

I shall then consider Christ’s role as the one who recapitulates the uni- 
verse in his human nature and in whose humanity the whole divine pleré- 
ma dwells. I shall spend time in establishing Theodore’s unique interpreta- 
tion of what Paul means by the term plerédma and its implications for 
Christ’s humanity’s union with the Word. In response to the question UI- 
rich Wickert has raised, I shall look at the source and purpose of Theo- 
dore’s view of Adam and Christ as the two bonds of the universe and then 
how the cosmos forms one “body.” 


God’s Universal Intent 


Theodore first indicates that God wants all of humanity to be saved 
through the true mediation of Christ: “For no one can contradict that God 
wants these [salvation and knowledge of the truth] for all humans. For it is 
evident that He wants all to be saved in that He also cares for all. It is 
therefore necessary that we also imitate his care for all, if we are complete- 
ly eager to be wise! in ways similar to God. .. . The man Jesus Christ is the 


1. The Latin text is: “Si tamen ad plenum adceleramus similia sapere Deo.” Literally 
it means: “if nevertheless we completely hasten to taste similar things to God.” The sense 
seems to be that we must strive to know and act as God does. The text is found in TEP 
2:87. 
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one mediator for God and human beings. . . . But he is also the one medi- 
ator who strives to bind human beings to God, and hence he exists as a hu- 
man being by [his] nature.”? Theodore then argues that the central role of 
Christ’s humanity as the mediator between God and humankind extends to 
all creation: “He aptly called him ‘a human being, above all especially in 
this place, in order to show the participation of [his] nature in his [act of] 
self-giving, with all necessarily confessing that by having a nature common 
to all, he is able, as a part of the universe /universitatis pars], to accom- 
plish this self-giving [of himself for all] because of [his] likeness [to all] in 
nature. .. . For he also ‘gave himself for all” For he was not content to sub- 
mit to death [only] for some. Rather because he wants to confer his bene- 
fit to all in common, he deigned to undergo his passion at that time [set] 
for his suffering.”? Since Theodore is focused here upon how there is “one 
God and also one mediator between God and humans, the man Christ Je- 
sus,” his remark that a human being is “a part of the universe” may simply 
mean that humans are creatures. But, as we shall see, Theodore regards a 
human being as the bond uniting the spiritual powers and the material 
world in one “body.” He suggests that he would not restrict God’s univer- 
sal salvific intent to humans alone and, if pressed, would grant that his 
universitatis pars includes nonhumans as well. Let us examine how Theo- 
dore explains that the universe shares in salvation and the role of Christ’s 


humanity in this salvation. 


Adam as the Bond of the Universe 


Theodore holds the traditional view that, in making Adam and Eve in 
his “image,” God intended humans as his crowning achievement and the 
keystone of the cosmos. He does this by binding the spiritual and material 
world to the spiritual and material components of human nature. “For 
(God) made (Adam) a being composed of an invisible, rational, immortal 
soul and a visible mortal body. The former has a likeness to the invisible 


2. Theodore does not enter into the question of whether God intends absolutely all to 
be saved. But as he is commenting on 1 Tim. 2:4 in this section, he is probably looking 
upon God as offering all the opportunity to achieve salvation. 

3. TEP 2:88-89. 
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natures, but the latter is akin to the visible beings. For since God willed to 
gather all creation into one ‘reality, so that though constituted from differ- 
ent natures, creation might be gathered into [this] one bond, He created 
this living creature who is related by his nature to all creation.”4 

This union of the spiritual and corporeal worlds is analogous to the 
way in which the human soul and body form one organic whole. God first 
fashioned Adam’s body from the earth and then breathed a soul into his 
body, joining the two natures into “one being”: “For because God wanted 
to collect the whole of creation into one being . . . contained by one bond, 
He created this living one who is akin to the whole of creation by its na- 
ture. He thus made Adam, creating two natures not simultaneously but by 
first forming a visible body and then breathing an invisible soul after [the 
creation of] the body” (TFS, fol. 22a/5). Theodore regards this harmonious 
bonding of the spiritual and the corporeal in Adam’s nature and with the 
universe as an extraordinary sign of God’s friendship: 


God made the whole creation one “body.” Hence the cosmos is also said 
[to include] all beings, whether visible or invisible, as (Paul) says in his let- 
ter to the Corinthians that “we have become a spectacle to the cosmos and 
to both angels and material beings.” Since, moreover, there is some differ- 
ence among those who are visible and invisible, God in His desire to syn- 
thesize all into one has made the human being to be constituted from a vis- 
ible body and akin to the visible creation—for he is fabricated from earth 
and air and water and fire—and from an invisible soul related as a kindred 
member to the invisible beings. And God made Adam to be a kind of 
pledge for the harmony of the universe.° 


Besides being the bond of the universe and the pledge of God’s friend- 
ship, Adam plays another significant role within creation. God wants all 
creation to come to him through Adam: “(God) made known the reason 


4. TFS, 7-8 (fol. 22a) in the Syriac, 5 in the Latin text. In the initial citation, I have 
cited first the Syriac text and Sachau’s Latin translation on the right side of the slash. 
When the following references immediately pertain to Sachau or to another author, they 
are cited parenthetically in the text. 

5. Theodore of Mopsuestia, Pauluskommentare, 137. Theodore is commenting here 
on Rom. 8:19. One can interpret Theodore’s remark on Adam being the pledge of harmo- 
ny in two ways: as the pledge already established in Christ or as the bond that his own 
person forms. Either way, such a bond is only fully found in Christ. 
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why after [having created] all others He made the human being the out- 
standing living being and then completed the whole of creation in accor- 
dance with His will, when He fashioned this one in whom the whole of 
creation was going to be bound. For [all] creation approaches its Creator 
through this one and through those things that have been accomplished on 
his behalf.”° Because of this mediating role that Adam plays within God’s 
plan, the rest of creation must supply the material needs of humans and 
strive for their salvation: “What he wants to say is this: the God of the uni- 
verse made all creation, as it were, one ‘body, composed of many mem- 
bers, rational as well as sensible orders. ... All sensible beings, however, 
function for the benefit of human needs. The rational powers also struggle 
to provide for the necessity of those of us who are visible. In addition, they 
also minister on behalf of our salvation.”? 

Besides revealing God to the rest of creation and being the ones on 
whose behalf the rest of creation must work, human beings also provide 
the concrete way for all other created beings to give glory and worship to 
God. They do so by caring for human needs: “For the human being was 
fashioned from the beginning as a certain ‘living being’* united to all [oth- 
ers] by a kindred kind of relationship. . . . Indeed, the one universal bond- 
ing was seen to be made from this because of that kindred relationship 
which all beings have to the human being, with all coming together so that 
with their solicitous care they might render with one consent the cult due 
to God” (TEP 1:lxxx). As H. B. Swete puts it, “Man, made of elements be- 
longing to both sides of creation, was designed to be a bond of union inter- 
nal to the koopoc knitting together in a single nature its opposite factors 
(Rom. viii. 19; Eph. i. 10; Col. i. 16), to the intent that the universe might 
with sone accord serve its Creator and obey His laws.”? 


The Dissolution of the Bond 

As noted in the previous chapter, Theodore seems to have allowed for 
the possibility that Adam and all the rest of creation could have achieved 
immortality had he obeyed God’s command. But Adam sinned, with tragic 


6. TFS, fol. 29a/18. 7. TEP 1:128-29. 
8. The Latin word in the text is animal. 9. TEP 1:1xxx. 
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personal, communal, and cosmic effects upon all of creation. As the head 
of mortal existence, his action had consequences for all who are bound to 
his “body.” Adam’s sin condemned his descendants to continue to live in a 
mortal, mutable, and corruptible state. It also had a cataclysmic effect 
upon all of creation. Not only did it transform the human bond to God into 
a rebellious one, but the resulting splitting apart of the human soul from its 
body at death shattered the unity and harmony of creation. The “bond” 
uniting earthly creatures to one another and to God was now severed by 
death. Adam’s role as the way to the knowledge and glory of God lost its 
meaning. “But death was introduced for those of us sinning. Henceforth 
there was brought about a separation of both the soul from its body, and 
the body when separated underwent a complete dissolution. Because of 
this, the bonding of creation was dissolved” (TEP 1:129-30). 

The angels responded to Adam’s disobedience with shock and wanted 
to terminate their service to humankind. But God persuaded them not to 
do so by promising that he would restore harmony to the universe in the 
future: “For on account of human malice, all creation, as I have said, was 
seen to have been torn apart. The angels and all the [other] invisible pow- 
ers turned away from us on account of the wickedness we committed 
against God. Moreover we ourselves are also separated by death when it 
comes to pass for our soul to be released from our body. Indeed the inter- 
connection of all creation was also henceforth dissolved.... with our 
binding kinship [to the rest of creation] being dissolved from this time on, 
so that the invisible powers did not think that they would in the future be 
in communion with us [and having to be] concerned about our body. . . . 
and they were no longer willing to fulfill these [tasks], if they had not been 
satisfied by God’s promise that all the harsh [punishments] would be re- 
moved [and that] death and corruption will also cease, with all reintegrat- 
ed into a harmonious whole [in the future]” (TEP 1:268)." 


10. The same thought is expressed in the following: “Moreover, we ourselves are also 
dissolved by death, whereby it befalls the soul to be separated from the body. The union 
of creation was also truly split apart from that time on. For the human being was fash- 
ioned from the beginning as a certain ‘living being’ united to all by a family relationship” 
(TEP 1:268). 

11. The citations from TEP 1:253 to 1:287 are Theodore’s comments on Colossians. 
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In brief, Theodore looks upon Adam as playing a central mediating role 
within creation. Composed of a spiritual soul and a material body, Adam 
initially united the spiritual and material worlds in a harmonious whole. 
God chose Adam to reveal himself to the rest of creation. He wanted other 
creatures to worship and glorify him by fulfilling the material and the spir- 
itual needs of humankind. This union of the cosmos under Adam, howev- 
er, was fragile and depended on Adam’s freely obeying God’s command- 
ments. In his sin of disobedience, his role as the symbolic bond between 
God and his creation collapsed, and the bond uniting the human soul to its 
body was severed. This breach meant, further, the destruction of the har- 
monious union between human beings and the rest of creation. But God 
foresaw all this and prepared for it by sending the sinless Christ to be the 
perfect archetypal bond, the one who will recapitulate the universe within 
his humanity and serve as humans’ divinely appointed mediator through 
his union with God the Word. 


Christ as the Recapitulator of the Universe 


Theodore develops the role of Christ’s humanity as the universal savior 
primarily on the basis of Paul’s letters to the Colossians and Ephesians. 
These can be summed up under two headings: Christ serves (1) as the one 
who recapitulates the universe, as a head does for its body, and (2) as the 
one in whom the whole divine pleréma dwells. First, Christ fulfills his role 
as the one who recapitulates the universe by recreating, reintegrating, and 
perfectly binding all of creation within his human nature and uniting non- 
humans to God because of his “exact” union with the Word’s divine na- 
ture. “Therefore in our renovation when the interconnection of all creation 
is reintegrated, our first fruits are Christ according to the flesh in whom the 
perfect and, as I have said, the comprehensive re-creation of all creatures 
will be accomplished. . . . Well, therefore, did he state: ‘in him are created 
all beings,” not only because we have obtained through his accomplish- 
ments the promise of future blessings, but also since the perfect binding to- 
gether of all beings will be preserved in him because of the divine nature 
that is dwelling [within him], so that nothing can cut us off from what is 
common to us” (TEP 1:269). 
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Theodore maintains here that the Son who recapitulates the universe is 
Christ in the flesh. To justify this interpretation, he explains that the refer- 
ence to the Son as the first born of creation must be understood in its own 


” 


context. Since Christ in the flesh is the “visible image of God,” “first born” 
does not refer to the Word’s eternal generation from his Father. Rather it is 
Christ in the flesh who is the “first one honored” with immortality: “He is 
not [temporally] prior to all creation. Rather he has accepted that he would 
be so in the final times. We do not understand ‘first born’ only in a tempo- 
ral sense but also often in the sense of being first honored in that the first 
born is truly said of those born after this one” (TEP 1:264). In other words, 
Christ qua man is the first one honored with immortality. 

Since Adam’s sin dissolved the integrity of human nature, Theodore 
saw that Christ in his human nature had the role of restoring and perfect- 
ing the harmony of creation in an archetypal way. Nothing less would suf- 
fice than a reconstitution of heaven and earth in a permanent, that is, in an 
immortal, binding union with God. Since all creation is bound in one way 
or another in Christ’s human nature, as it was in Adam’s, it follows that 
when Christ’s humanity becomes immortal, those united to him, as bodily 
members to their head, can share in the same destiny. Theodore probably 
found his inspiration for this in Ephesians 1:9-10: “He has made known to 
us the mystery of his will, according to His good pleasure that in regard to 
[His] plan for the fullness of the ages God recapitulated all things in Christ, 
those that are in the heavens and those on the earth [being united] in 
him,” and in Colossians 1:16-17: “For in him were created all things in the 
heavens and on the earth, the visible and the invisible, whether thrones or 
lordships or rulers or authorities; all things have been created through him 
and for him. He himself is before all things, and in him all things are 
bound together.” 

Theodore could move from the Pauline understanding of how all things 
are in Christ to a realization of how Adam also recapitulates the universe in 


«ce 


a way similar but inferior to Christ’s role: “‘Recapitulation’ is clearly used 
as a brief summing up of many meanings. What he wants to say is this: the 
God of the universe made all creation, as it were, one body, composed of 


many members, rational as well as sensible orders. He fashioned, however, 
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one living being who would claim a relationship also to the invisible na- 
tures by his soul and would be joined to [all] visible natures by [his] 
body. ... He made the human being to be [His] pledge of friendship for 
the whole creation. For all have been united together in him” (TEP 
1:128-29).!2 Theodore considers both Adam and Christ heads of the 
“body” that the universe forms: “For everything is joined together as a 
body because of their kinship to him.” Swete describes this role well: “To 
restore man and through man the harmony of creation, nothing less was 
necessary than a reconstitution of the kdowoc; a gathering together anew of 
all things under a new Head, who must be at once a sinless and immortal 
man, and indissolubly united to God (Eph. i. 10; Col. i. 16)” (TEP 1:lxxxi). 


Christ as the Pleroma 


Theodore’s thinking about the role of Christ’s humanity in the salvation 
of the universe can also be seen in his unique interpretation of Paul’s writ- 
ings on the divine pleréma. Almost all Christian exegetes translate Eph- 
esians 1:22 thus: “the church is his body, the pleré6ma of him who fills all 
in all.” While the original Greek verb here for “fills” can be translated as a 
deponent verb with an active sense, Theodore, uniquely, translates it in the 
passive voice: “The church is the body ‘and the fullness of that one who is 
filled up in all respects in all?” He did not say ‘he fills all? but that he him- 
self ‘is filled up in all’—that is, ‘he is fully in all’ For he is wholly in each 
one because his nature is not circumscribed, and he is not divided accord- 
ing to any parts. Moreover, the addition whereby he said ‘all in all’ is nec- 
essary, showing that when he is in all, he exists wholly in each one, how- 
soever anyone would want to think, whether by essence or operation or 
virtue or power or also in any other way, because he is not circumscribed 
by all things and so he is seen within all things to be wholly in each one” 
(TEP 1:140-41). 

Swete observes in a note that Theodore’s interpretation of pleréma is 
singular among all the Fathers: “Th. here prefers the wider interpretation of 


12. Theodore’s remarks on “recapitulation” are drawn from his interpretation of Eph. 
1:10. 
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aTANoapa—‘all nature as restored and reunited to God through the homo 
susceptus.’ I cannot find this view in connection with the present text 
advanced or even alluded to by any other ancient commentator. ... Th.’s 
explanation of owwatiac is similar . . . but extended, as his view of xAnp- 
@ La requires, to the creation at large” (TEP 1:286n3). But Swete believes 
that the one who is said to be fully in all things is the Word, “who by 
virtue of His omnipresence is in all things with the fullness of His indivisi- 
ble Deity” (TEP 1:141n2). But, as the immediate context indicates, the “he” 
being referred to is Christ in his human as well as his divine nature. This is 
the way Theodore understood it: “For it is evident that these things [God’s 
bestowal of the divine pleréma and universal domination upon Christ qua 
man] pertain to the human nature which receives domination over all 
things by [its] union with God the Word.” For Theodore, it is not only the 
humanity of Christ that is fully in all things but also all things are in him 
because of his unique “exact” union with the Word and because all crea- 
tures are bound to his human nature. In this sense, all reality is contained 
in him, truly forming one “body” with and in him: “God created all crea- 
tures which came to be in diverse ways. He made all creation one body; 
that is, the heaven above and the earth and all the rest of the visible and 
the invisible beings. Therefore all these created beings are [united] among 
themselves and the visible ones are moved by the invisible” (TJA, 27/18). 

Pierre Benoit agrees with Theodore’s rendering of the Colossian pas- 
sage.'4 After carefully examining the context, Benoit insists that not only is 
Theodore’s interpretation plausible but that it also makes the most sense of 
what Paul is attempting to affirm in the overall context. After demonstrat- 
ing that the pleréma that dwells in Christ does not reside solely in the 
Church or in the cosmos, Benoit asks, “What then?” He concludes: “I find 
there the plenitude of being, not only the plenitude of the divinity accord- 
ing to an interpretation which we have refuted, but also that of the cosmos, 
and not only the plenitude of the cosmos, as perhaps the exegesis of Theo- 
dore of Mopsuestia can be understood, but also that of the divinity. All this 


13. TJA, 83/59. 
14. Benoit, “Téte et Pléréme,” 5-44. The English translations from the French are my 
own. 
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is found combined in Christ. He is God and, by his redemptive work, he 
assumes in himself as a new creature not only the regenerated humanity 
that is his body but also the entire new world that constitutes the core of 
this body.”!5 In other words, Benoit believes that the correct way to inter- 
pret the divine pleréma as Paul uses the term is to see it as flowing through 
Christ into those belonging to the ecclesial body of Christ and the universal 
“body” of the cosmos. 

Christ’s double role as the one whose pleréma is present in the mem- 
bers of his Church and the rest of creation indicates how Theodore con- 
ceives of the union of Christ’s two natures. Christ’s humanity in its union 
with the Word serves as the true mediating bond between God and cre- 
ation because his human nature is simultaneously united with all created 
beings and with the Word’s divine nature. I discuss the Christological sig- 
nificance of all this in a later chapter; my principal concern here is the re- 
lationship between Christ and the created universe. For Theodore, as we 
have seen, all creation is bound to Christ as the members of a body to its 
head; the divine pleréma embraces “the whole creation that (Christ) has 
filled ... that all creation dwells within him, i.e., is conjoined to him and 
is in itself a particular body [whose members are] fitted together by being 
bound to him.”?® 

Theodore, therefore, believes that the divine pleréma is present in the 
Church and in all things: “(Paul) also calls ‘the pleréma of God’ the church 
and indeed also wholly [the repository of] everything, as it were, because 
(Christ) is both in all things and fulfills all things. This is clearly to be 
learned from what he appears to have said when he wrote to the Colos- 


15. Ibid., 35, 37, 36. The original text is as follows: “J’y vois la Plénitude de l’étre, 
non seulement la Plénitude de la divinité selon une interpretation que nous avons ré- 
futée, mais encore celle du Cosmos; et non pas seulement la plenitude du Cosmos, 
comme le donne peut-étre a entendre l’exégése de Théodore de Mopsueste, mais aussi 
celle de la Divinité. C’est tout cela qui se trouve rassemblé dans le Christ. Il est Dieu et, 
par son oeuvre rédemptrice, il assume en lui comme Nouvelle Créature, non seulement 
V’Humanité regénérée qui est son Corps, mais encore tout le monde nouveau qui con- 
stitue le cadre de ce Corps.” 

16. TEP 1:286. The Latin text reads “universam creaturam repletam ab eo . . . quoni- 
am omnis creatura in eo inhabitat, hoc est, ipsi conjuncta est, et quasi quoddam corpus 
in se retinet aptatum.” 
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sians: ‘He gave him to be the head over the whole church which is his 
body, the pleréma of that one who fills (adimplet) all things in all’ (Paul), 
therefore, says that it pleased God that the entire pleréma dwell in him, 
i.e., in Christ, in order to say that He approved conjoining to him all cre- 
ation which has been filled up by him... . He reconciled all things by his 
death and united both those on the earth and those above in the heavens 
by his dying and rising. By his rising he has, in fact, shown that the prom- 
ised resurrection and immortality are common to all. Everything from now 
on is joined for harmony, as we have just said above, and looks to him as 
clearly the author of this harmony. For he says ‘in him,’ Well did he speak 
thus. For he joined together all things by his death and constituted [them] 
in peace through that binding [of everything] to himself” (1:275-76).'” This 
passage may seem to contradict in one respect what was just affirmed 
above about Theodore’s insistence, in his commentary on Ephesians 1:23, 
that “adimpletur” is to be translated in a passive sense. However, I believe 
that Swete is correct when he notes that in Ephesians “L.c. adimpletur not 
only stands in the text, but is defended in the comm. (p. 142, 1. 1, sq.); so 
that the reading of the MS. in this place must be an error, due either to the 
translator or to the scribes, probably to the latter” (TEP 1:275n14). 

For Theodore, the Pauline phrase “in Christ” is meant, in addition, to 
indicate not merely Christ’s mediating role in salvation but also his role as 
the pleréma because he is fully present in all things and all things are pres- 
ent in his humanity. As the head of the body that is his Church and of the 
“body” that is the universe, Christ recapitulates in himself all those who 
belong to the Church and the cosmos: “(Blessed Paul) adds: ‘since all 
things are created in him. He did not say ‘through him’ but ‘in him’ For he 
is speaking not of the first creation but of that restoration of creation which 
has been accomplished in him whereby everything that had been dissolved 
up to then has been brought back into one gathering, just as he states in 
another place: ‘to recapitulate everything in heaven and on earth in Christ’ 
... For the human being was fashioned from the very beginning as some 


living being joined by a kinship to all.... Therefore in our renovation 


17. Theodore is commenting here on Col. 1:19-20. 


114 


whereby the interconnection of all creation is again integrated, Christ ac- 
cording to the flesh is our first fruits in whom the best and, as I have said, 
the comprehensive re-creation of all creatures will be effected. ... Well, 
therefore, did he say: ‘in him are created all beings, not only because we 
have obtained through his accomplishments the promise of future bless- 
ings, but also since the perfect binding together of all will be preserved in 
him because of the divine nature dwelling [within him], so that nothing 
can cut us off from those things common to us” (TEP 1:267-69). 

By “taking up” all things in himself, Christ in his humanity can be pro- 
claimed the “head” of the universe because of the divine pleréma dwelling 
in him. He reunites the universe in a higher peaceful harmony than that 
under Adam: “(Paul) again says in this place ‘the whole pleréma of the de- 
ity’ [to reveal] that the entire creation was filled by him. He means by 
this—what was seen posited above—that all of creation dwells in him, i.e., 
is conjoined to him and forms, as it were, a certain well-fitted body be- 
cause creation is bound to him. How unbecoming is it, therefore, to heark- 
en to one who teaches other than what (Paul) taught about the one to 
whom all things are fitted and bound” (TEP 1:286). But, as we saw in our 
treatment of the Spirit’s fullness of grace that Christ’s humanity bestows on 
the members of his Church, the same can be asserted of Christ’s vivifying 
role as the divine pleréma within all creation. His pleréma is in all and 
leading all in a dynamic way to their fulfillment in a new immortal heaven- 
ly existence. 

If we have correctly understood Theodore’s thought as elaborated 
above, then we can assign a deeper meaning to how Theodore would inter- 
pret the adverb “bodily” in Colossians 2:9: “all the pleréma of the divinity 
dwells bodily in him.” He would understand “body” in a far broader sense 
than merely Christ’s physical body. For him, the term would also include 
all those who are members of Christ’s “body,” embracing not only his body 
that is the Church but also the “body” that is the universe. Because of his 
union with Christ’s humanity, the Word has made it possible for the whole 
plenitude of the divinity to dwell there. Then, because all who are bound 
to Christ’s humanity as members of his body can share what their head 


has received, the divine pleréma can be truly found in all of creation inso- 
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far as all creation belongs to the body of Christ, each participating in the 


divine pleréma in its own measure. 


Ulrich Wickert’s Critique 


The bonding whereby all creation is united to Adam and Christ’s hu- 
man nature so as to form one “body” raises two pointed questions as to 
Theodore’s source for such a viewpoint and as for what kind of “body” he 
means. Swete believes that the “Kdoyoc which Theodore identifies with 
Creation (Rom. viii. 19; 1 Cor. ii. 12), is regarded as an organic body, 
whose members are partly rational and invisible, partly visible and objects 
of sense. Originally (Rom. viii. 19; Eph. 1. 10), this body, notwithstanding 
the diversity of its component parts, was at peace with itself” (TEP 1:lxxx). 
This view is repeated in the unsigned (but doubtless Swete’s) article on 
Theodore in A Dictionary of Christian Biography, Literature, Sects and Doc- 
trines: “The Universe (0 kdopoc = 1 ovpTaCM KTioLC) is an organic whole 
(€v oda), consisting of elements partly visible and material, partly invisi- 
ble and spiritual. Of this organism Man is the predestined bond.”'® Ulrich 
Wickert takes exception to these statements, arguing that whenever Theo- 
dore speaks about the cosmos forming one “body,” he is primarily adapt- 
ing to his soteriology Stoic viewpoints about the “body” of the universe 
and human beings as its “bond.”! 

Wickert contends that one must prove that Theodore actually regarded 
creation as a true organic unity. He believes that Theodore betrays no inter- 
est at all in the idea of the universe as a living organism acting according 
to its own inner dynamism. If true, this view would make the union too 
close to the Stoic world soul—something that Theodore would radically op- 
pose because it would mean the world soul determined absolutely every- 
thing. In support of this contention Wickert points to the writings of Neme- 
sius, an early contemporary of Theodore, on the organic unity within 
creation (11). Nemesius shows how the lowest elements within creation 


evolve to the highest, ending up in an organic whole in which all the low- 


18. [Swete], “Theodorus,” 943. 
19. Wickert, Studien zu den Pauluskommentaren, 10, hereafter cited parenthetically 
in the text. 


116 


er members live and work in harmony for the good of all. Wickert con- 
trasts this with Theodore’s silence on such an evolution or dynamic, for he 
thinks that Theodore realized that these views would have no application 
within his synthesis. 

Wickert believes that the world as a “body” means nothing other than 
that the universe in its entirety is a “structure” ordered in itself (13). He 
holds that its unity is due to a command of God and that Theodore has 
combined the Greek understanding of the universe with the Jewish belief 
in the intervention of a transcendent Creator at creation (14, 24). Theodore 
was seeking, as the saying goes, a wedding of Athens with Jerusalem. His 
universe is to be understood in the Greek sense only as a “body” that com- 
prises and bridges two opposites, the spiritual and material worlds 
(27-28). It is simply the sum total of all its members that is to be taken as 
detached from its relationship to a creating transcendent God. Theodore re- 
sorted to this Greek understanding because of the unbridgeable chasm he 
perceived between God and all creation—as well as between all spiritual 
and material beings (13-14, 22-23). In justification Wickert quotes Theo- 
dore’s statement that “(Paul) called this (body), therefore, the ‘capitula- 
tion’ [a gathering under one head] of all because all things are collected 
into one and they look to some one ‘thing.’”?° 

Thus when Theodore speaks of the cosmos as one “body,” Wickert is 
convinced that humans and nonhumans are not united by any immanent 
force that binds them together, as would be true if the cosmos were a liv- 
ing organic “being” (10-14). Rather they ought to be regarded as one 
“body” in a merely extrinsic sense, because God has willed that this is how 
the universe can function in its own created order. For Wickert, such a 
viewpoint enriches both the Greek and the Jewish understandings of the 
cosmos by melding together what is best in both frameworks. It allows 
each tradition to be consistent and meaningful in its own right. These 
worldviews are, in fact, complementary, the Jewish dealing with how God 


20. TEP 130. Theodore is commenting here on Eph. 2:10: “For having been created in 
Christ Jesus for good works, we are his work (poiéma).” The same idea is expressed in 
Eph. 1:14, “For he is the one who has made both one.” For Wickert’s comment, see Stu- 
dien zu den Pauluskommentaren, 16. 
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speaks directly to creation and the Greek with how creation can have a val- 
ue in itself. Wickert also believes that Theodore has employed the Greek 
concept of humans as the bond of creation to further his own synthetic ap- 
proach to salvation (20). He sees that Theodore has appropriated the Greek 
word sundesmos (a bond) because it fits in very well with his Christologi- 
cal purpose of reconciling the Jewish idea of an intervening divine Creator 
with the reality of all created things (18-20, 24-27). Wickert sees that this 
term provides Theodore with an insightful way to connect the Fall and 
Christ’s role in redemption (25). 


Another Perspective 


Wickert offers a number of astute observations on Theodore’s view of 
salvation and raises valid questions about what Theodore means when he 
refers to humans as the “bond” of the universe, in light of how this was 
understood in Stoic thought and Nemesius. I think, however, that it is un- 
necessary to appeal to a direct Stoic influence to understand how Theodore 
views the union of all creation as united in one bond and forming one 
“body.” For one thing, Theodore is truly dedicated to the Scriptures as the 
source for providing God’s revelation about his divine plan for salvation. 
While exposed to and doubtless influenced by Greek philosophical 
thought, Theodore would use this only as a tool to understand the Scrip- 
tures.” 

Theodore appears to have arrived at his position regarding salvation of 
the universe from a literal, rational interpretation of what he thought Paul 
was affirming in Colossians 1:15-20. He stresses Paul’s statements about 
Christ as the visible “image of God” in whom the heavens and the earth 
are bound, recapitulated and filled by the Word’s divine pleréma. This ex- 
presses God’s plan of how the heavens and the earth are to share in the fu- 
ture immortal state and union with God. By being recapitulated in the risen 
Christ’s human nature, they can share in the immortality that Christ’s hu- 
man nature has now attained. This view appears to have awakened Theo- 


21. Dewart, Theology of Grace of Theodore, strikes me as right on target when she 
states: “Theodore did not consciously use philosophy as a theological tool because he 
had neither the training, nor, more basically, the inclination to do so” (3). 
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dore to the realization that he could apply this role to Adam because of the 
typological relationship that Paul reveals between Adam and Christ. For if 
Christ is the one in whom heaven and earth are bound, then it stands to 
reason that Adam, as a type of Christ’s human nature, must resemble 
Christ in this regard as a bond recapitulating the entire universe. This is 
confirmed by the roles that Theodore discerns Adam mirroring—in an infe- 
rior way—as the visible way whereby all other creatures can come to know 
and worship God. Why else would Theodore attribute these latter roles to 
Adam as the bond of the universe, unless he was comparing and contrast- 
ing these to the role of Christ’s humanity in salvation as the mediating 
bond uniting creation to God? 

In other words, one may argue that Paul or his disciple was influenced 
in his writing of Colossians and Ephesians by Stoic thought, but it is doubt- 
ful that Theodore drew directly upon Greek thought, especially given his 
negative attitude toward Greek philosophy. As we have observed in our 
treatment of his exegesis, his very caustic language berating Origen for 
turning to a Stoic allegorical method strongly discourages the view that he 
would resort to a Stoic view of how humans are the bond of the universe 
and how the cosmos constitutes one “body.” This is especially true given 
that Theodore was doubtless familiar with Diodore’s works (now lost) 
against the Greek philosophical understanding of nature. It seems unlikely, 
too, that Theodore would appeal to the Stoic worldview given his contempt 
for Greek philosophy, as we see in his statement that “(Paul) asserts that 
‘philosophy’ is a wordy pompous teaching which is customarily made by 
(our) adversaries with some pretense to seduce its hearers, indicating 
thereby that philosophy was not true but that [their] seductive words are 
contrived and invented for the deception of its hearers.”*? He is also rigor- 
ous in his own judgment: “We ought to consider angels of Satan all those 
humans who are engaged in profane wisdom and introduce the error of pa- 
ganism into the world.... Angels of Satan are those who in the name of 
philosophy present pernicious doctrines to the pagans and have corrupted 
the multitude to the point they do not adhere to the word of God’s reli- 


22. TEP 1:285. 
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gion.”?3 While other fathers may have incorporated Stoic ideas and terms 
into their theological works, the Antiochenes, if one may judge from their 
angry rejection of Origen’s allegorical method, seem to have stoutly resis- 
ted this trend. They were all committed to seeking theological answers pri- 
marily from the Scriptures. 


What Kind of Universal “Body”? 


When Theodore speaks of the whole universe as constituting “one 
body,” does he speak metaphorically? If so, then Wickert would seem to be 
correct that the spiritual and the material worlds are one “body” in the 
sense that they constitute the universe in an extrinsic way.* Since Theo- 
dore could not accept that Christ and the cosmos were related to each oth- 
er in a substantial organic way, which would entail pantheism or that they 
were joined to each other by a moral bond, he had no choice but to under- 
stand the cosmos as being one “body” in a metaphorical sense. This argu- 
ment recalls that of the preceding chapter, in which we saw that Wickert 
maintains that Theodore understood the Church as a gathering of believers 
in Christ. But Theodore’s vivid language about Christ’s “body” in both in- 
stances does strongly imply that he was thinking of some sort of a real, 
“physical” unity, along the lines of an organic model. Again, much de- 
pends here on how one interprets the term “organic.” Does one restrict the 
term to a living human being or widen it to include those members of an 
organization who function in an interdependent and subordinate way as a 
whole “body” striving for the good of its members? The latter sense can be 
employed in an analogous way to how a biological organism operates. This 
seems to be Theodore’s meaning when he speaks of the kinship between 
the angels and the human soul and between material beings and the hu- 
man body. One can argue that, just as the human soul and its body make 
up one organic being, so too the union of the spiritual and material worlds 


23. THC, 380/381; CH 13.8. Another condemnation is found in TFS, fol. 22b/6: “It 
seems to me to be superfluous to bring into our midst the pagan histories, since what 
they teach is unprofitable. For they are in various and complicated [kinds of] error with 
no fundament and no true substance.” 

24. Wickert, Studien zu den Pauluskommentaren, 13. 
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make up one organic being, at least paradigmatically. As we noted in our 
discussion of Theodore’s understanding of the word “as,” Theodore does 
expect that an analogy ought not to be interpreted according to every detail 
but in respect to the point being emphasized. If so, his term “body” is to be 
taken not in the sense of a nature formed by the union of a soul with its 
body, or as a mere “community” that God has arbitrarily formed. It is not a 
community in the sense that today’s social scientists envisage a “body,” 
but in the biblical, Semitic sense whereby the members of the Jewish peo- 
ple consider themselves intimately committed not only to one another in a 
familiar, tribal, and national union, but also as bound in a covenantal rela- 
tionship to Yahweh. The members of this kind of union are so connected to 
each other that the sin of a leader can have physical as well as spiritual 
repercussions for all. 

Whether this kind of “organic” model was Theodore’s own or one that 
he found in Paul is incidental. The point is that just as, existentially speak- 
ing, one can regard the soul and its body, which are two distinct realities, 
as one “reality,” so too something similar can be said of Christ’s bodily re- 
lationship to the cosmos. This is a continuation of the relationship we ar- 
gued for in the previous chapter between Christ’s humanity and those who 
are united to him as members of his body, the Church. For Theodore, the 
bottom line is that Scripture reveals that Christ recapitulates the spiritual 
and material worlds that are bound together within his human nature. 
Moreover, since he possesses the divine pleréma that enables him to be ful- 
ly in all and all in him, his humanity can be said to be in all. Theodore 
does not develop this idea but one can carry out the analogy of the 
soul/body relationship by asserting that Christ’s divine fullness is fully in 
and empowering all the members as the soul does its body.?° Furthermore, 
this kind of “organic” unity helps to explain why both Adam’s sin and 


25. In his Early Christian Doctrines, J.N.D. Kelly discusses how Athanasius professed 
a similar view: “Christ’s human nature was, as it were, a part of the vast body of the cos- 
mos, and there was no incongruity in the Logos, Who animates the whole, animating this 
special portion of it. The paradox was rather that, while present in the body of the Incar- 
nate, animating and moving it, He was simultaneously present everywhere else in the 
universe, vivifying and directing it with His life-giving power” (285). 
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Christ’s sinless life affected the members bound to them. It is, in addition, 
ideal for expressing the harmony and peace that will be achieved perfectly 
when all creation is united in Christ and shares together with him in the 
immortal life that his humanity now possesses in heaven. 

Wickert rejects the view that the universe is a living organic “body” on 
the grounds that it lacks an inner dynamism. While Theodore does not ex- 
plicitly elaborate on this point, one can respond that since the spiritual and 
material worlds are said to be bound to human beings, they too ought to 
share in the vital life and growth that the Spirit bestows on the members of 
the body of Christ. This growth that the Spirit imparts would seem to be 
the dynamic element that enables the universe to expand until it reaches 
its fullness in Christ’s immortal human nature. In his exegetical study of 
Colossians, Benoit addresses this point, noting that Christ is being “filled” 
by the world to the degree that the Church and the world grow over time 
progressively more and more complete. This growth cannot be static. For 
Christ not only commands but also nourishes, reconciles, and unifies the 
whole universe so that all emerge as one pleréma.*® 

Christ, therefore, is indeed vitally present in all things as he nourishes 
all, assures cohesion for all, and draws all toward a peaceful harmony in 
heaven. This would be due to the activity of the divine pleréma that is dy- 
namically seeking, under the Spirit’s impetus, to return all creation to God 
under the headship of Christ’s humanity: 

Therefore, (God) “restored” or rather “recapitulated” in Christ everything 

that is in heaven and on earth, making, as it were, a complete renovation 

and reintegration of all created beings through him. For by making the 
body incorrupt and impassible by means of his resurrection and returning 

it to its immortal soul, so that it could not from now on be separated into a 

corrupted state, he was seen to have restored the bond [vinculum] of 

friendship for the immortal [state] of the universal creation—[a bond] that 
is much more fully accomplished in him, with all creation looking to us for 

this [restoration] because God the Word dwells [within him], while the di- 

vine nature [present] in him is thought by all to be visible through this na- 

ture. Therefore he called this a “capitulation of all” because all are collect- 


26. Benoit, “Téte et Plér6me,” 43, 44. 
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ed into one and look to this one by being in harmony among themselves. 
For in the past the Maker had this intention and fashioned everything from 
the beginning for this purpose that He now fulfills with much ease in these 
matters regarding Christ. This, however, will take place in the future age 
when the rest of humans and rational powers will look to him, as divine 
law demands, and obtain harmony and a firm peace among themselves.?’ 


Theodore acknowledges that God’s mysterious plan for the salvation of 
all creation is to be accomplished through and in Christ’s human nature. 
He develops the Pauline idea that both Adam and Christ are the heads of 
two kinds of existence, Adam being the head of a mortal existence that all 
of creation share because all are bonded in his nature, and Christ the first 
born to immortal existence because, though sinless, he died unjustly for 
others and has enabled all created beings to share his newly acquired im- 
mortal human nature. All who are bound by the same nature also share in 
the effects of Adam’s and Christ’s free human actions, as do all the mem- 
bers of a body as a result of what their heads do. All humans and those 
other spiritual and material creatures united to them through their soul and 
body remain mortal because of Adam’s sin, while those humans who are 
bound to Christ as members of his body through baptism, and all others 
who are recapitulated as members of Christ’s universal “body,” possess, at 
least in a typical potential way, immortality. This latter state will be ful- 
filled in heaven, when all things in heaven and on earth will become fully 
and harmoniously one “body” under the human headship of Christ’s hu- 
manity who unites all, so that they can share in his “exact” union with the 
Word. 

Besides being the source for acquiring immortal life, Christ’s humanity 
possesses the divine pleréma and enables those who constitute one “body” 
with his humanity to both share and grow in the spiritual benefits that the 
Spirit distributes through Christ in his humanity. When this unity is at- 
tained in heaven, there will also be a perfect organic harmony and peace, 
where all creation will be truly one. As such, both on earth and in heaven 
Christ’s humanity becomes the consummate mediating partner for all cre- 


27. TEP 1:130-31. 
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ation. Because Christ is both truly divine and truly human, existing in one 
common prosdpon, he serves as the true mediator between God and all cre- 
ation. For Theodore, this is the archetypal state that Adam anticipated in a 
typical way when he served at the beginning of creation as the head and 
bond of the universe. In brief, what we have just sketched is the integrated 
synthetic way Theodore has skillfully woven his typical/archetypical out- 
look into his theological understanding of God’s plan for the salvation of 
all created beings. We turn now to consider how Christ, in addition to be- 
ing the mediating bond for all those bound to his body, also serves in his 
humanity as the visible “image of the invisible God” to all creation. 
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5. CHRIST’S SALVIFIC ROLE AS 
GOD’S PERFECT IMAGE 


P TO THIS POINT we have examined how Theo- 
dore considers Christ’s humanity’s twin roles in 
salvation as the head of the body that is his 

Church and as the mediating bond who recapitulates and re- 
unites all creation with his Father. Both roles exemplify how 
the baptized and the whole universe are related to Christ’s 
humanity in some sort of a bodily, quasi-organic union. We 
turn now to consider how Theodore views Christ’s role as the 
perfect, visible “image of God.”! This role sums up some ma- 
jor points we have already treated, especially in the way the 


1. Five studies are noteworthy for their treatment of this issue. They 
are August Dorner, The History of the Development of the Doctrine of the 
Person of Christ, 5 vols. (Edinburgh: Clark, 1863-66); Devreese, Essai sur 
Théodore de Mopsueste, 13; Norris, Manhood and Christ, 140-48; Nabil 
el-Khoury, “Der Mensch als Gleichnis Gottes: Eine Untersuchung zur An- 
thropologie des Theodor von Mopsuestia,” Oriens Christianus 74 (1990): 
62-71; and McLeod, Image of God. 
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idea of “image” is present in the relationship between a type and its arche- 
type and in the way that Christ’s humanity serves as the bond of the uni- 
verse. It highlights, moreover, how Theodore differs in significant ways 
from his fellow Antiochenes over what “image” means and whether it ap- 
plies to women as well as to men. 

I begin with a consideration of what Theodore says about “image” in 
general, then about Adam and Eve as the “image of God” and the Fall’s ef- 
fect upon Adam’s role as “image.” I then inquire into how Theodore con- 
siders Christ qua man to be the “perfect image.” His interpretation differs 
notably from that embraced by Diodore, John Chrysostom, and Theodoret, 
which shows how the Antiochenes can apply the same exegetical princi- 
ples to reach varying conclusions. To further explicate his meaning, I pro- 
vide passages from Narsai, a fifth-century Syrian theologian, who saw The- 
odore as the preeminent interpreter for the East Syrian Church. I also point 
out the parallels in the ways Adam and Christ in the flesh each function as 
God’s “image.” This will exemplify once again how Theodore understands 
type and archetype. Then, since Theodore speaks of “image” in one of his 
Catechetical Homilies as the ways humans can be said to imitate God’s 
spiritual manner of acting, we need to reconcile this with the explanation 
of how “image” exemplifies Christ’s functional roles in salvation. I con- 
clude with a consideration of whether Theodore maintains that women are 
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also God’s “images.” All these points about Theodore’s understanding of 
the “image of God” will assist us in grasping what he means when he 


speaks about the union of Christ’s two natures in one prosdpon. 


The Meaning of “Image” in General 


One of the most enigmatic passages in Scripture concerns the meaning 
of how Adam and Christ in the flesh are to be interpreted as the “image of 
God.” Most fathers follow a tradition (with at least Neoplatonist under- 
tones) that situates this “image” as residing in the human nous, or highest 
rational part of the soul. According to this way of conceiving “image,” hu- 
mans can image God only in spiritual ways because of God’s transcendent 
nature. The concept is based on the idea that the logos of the rational soul 
is similar to God’s Logos. In such a framework, the Father is viewed as the 
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archetype, the Son as his image, and human beings as created “according 
to the Son’s or the Word’s image.” Then, following the Neoplatonic belief 
that humans can share in the nature of the One while still maintaining 
their own identity, some fathers took the term “image” to be the dynamic 
component within the human person that enables one to grow in one’s 
spiritual relationship to God. “Image,” therefore, not only signifies how a 
human being can be declared to be like God but also indicates the diviniz- 
ing process whereby a person can grow spiritually in God’s divine life. The 
problem with this approach is that it implies that the human soul images 
only the Word as Son and not God as Triune. In addition, Diodore, John 
Chrysostom, and Theodoret all reject this view, agreeing with Theodore 
that “image” must refer to the whole human being. They differ with Theo- 
dore, however, by understanding “image” as the authority that God has 
granted men to rule over the material creation and women.’ 

While it may seem logical to conclude that a human being can truly im- 
age God only in a purely spiritual way, Theodore, like all the Antiochenes, 
insisted that an “image” by its nature must be visible and must be applied 
to the whole human person. He cites passages in Scripture where “image” 
pertains to human beings: “I am dumbfounded, however, by those who at- 
tribute this (image) to the divine nature and do not see that Blessed Moses 
also says of a human being that ‘God made this one to His image, and like- 
wise blessed Paul that ‘man ought not to cover his head, being the image 
and the visible glory of God’ For this would never have been said of hu- 
man beings, if it were properly [said only] of the divine nature. Moreover, 
these [who hold image to be spiritual] have not seen that every image, as 
long as it is seen, shows what is not seen. It is impossible, therefore, that 
an image be so fashioned that is not seen. For it is clear that images are or- 
dinarily made for this [purpose] by their makers: either for honor or affec- 
tion, so that they may be a [source of] remembrance of those not seen for 
those nevertheless able to see.”? 


2. See McLeod, Image of God, 58-61, 78-80. 
3. TEP 1:262-63. 
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Adam and Eve as God’s Image 


When God created the various elements of creation, he uttered the sim- 
ple command “Let it be.” But God acted uniquely when he created Adam 
and Eve, exclaiming, “Let us make humans in our image.” Theodore as- 
sumes that this is a divine hint from God that he is more than one—a hint 
whose full meaning about the Trinity became known only with Christ: “For 
I say with assurance that the rational and invisible natures also acquired 
knowledge of this [the Trinity] at the beginning by means of the words that 
God spoke aloud. A [more] accurate understanding, however, came to 
them at that time when Christ our Lord conveyed this [full knowledge 
about the Trinity] to the Apostles.... The reason why He uttered the 
phrase ‘according to’ in His declaration is that ‘according to’ [points] to 
one Maker. One can assert this from a close reckoning [of the context]. He 
also then attached [to this the phrase] ‘according to our image. He did not 
say ‘to my image’ but ‘to our image, additionally to confirm the hint pres- 
ent in this [phrase] ‘let us make, ‘He said’ indicates one nature and ‘let us 
make’ the three Persons in which the divine Nature is known.” Thus 
Adam ’s creation in God’s “image” reveals one of his main roles, namely, 
imaging who God is as triune. 

Besides revealing his triune nature in the Genesis passage, God is em- 
phatic that other creatures must respect his “image” as being at the center 
of creation and the “means” whereby they can know and honor him as 
their Creator (as we saw in the last chapter) by their caring duties for hu- 
man beings. Theodore brings this out when he compares God’s creation of 
the universe to a powerful king’s foundation of a new city: “If some king, 
after having constructed a mighty city and adorned it with numerous and 
varied works, ordered upon the completion of everything that his image, 
having been fashioned the greatest and most remarkable, be set up in the 
middle of the entire city as proof of his founding of the city, the image of 
the king who built the city would necessarily be venerated, with all in the 
city confessing their gratitude to their city’s founder for having given them 


4. TFS, fol. 27a/13-14. 
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such a [fine] place to live. So also the Artisan of creation has made the 
whole cosmos, embellishing it with diverse and varied works and at the 
end established a human being to serve as the image for his household, so 
that all creation would render their honor due to God by their care for and 
veneration toward him.”5 As the final clause points out, Theodore grasped 
how humans, as God’s image, have unparalleled prominence within all of 
creation and serve as the medium whereby other creatures can glorify God 
by fulfilling human needs. 

Theodore also connects the honor that humans enjoy as God’s image to 
the role they play as the bond (sundesmos) of the universe: “He made 
known why He fashioned the human being after everything else to be the 
outstanding living being and then completed all creation according to his 
will by forming this one in whom all of creation shall be bound and have 
access to their Creator through this man by the actions done on his be- 
half.”° The reference to the “one in whom all creation shall be bound” is, 
as we saw in the last chapter, initially Adam: “He also made the human be- 
ing at the end of [His] creating all beings, fashioning him as His image and 
uniting all creation in him” (TFS, fol. 29b/19). In fact, a human being’s im- 
portance in creation is centered in the fact that it is through Adam as God’s 
“image” that all other creatures have access to God: “He shows by repeat- 
ing his statement that the human being is the most important being in that 
he is [created] in God’s image. . . . So he wrote here ‘God made him in His 
image’ to indicate that this one is most important because of his constitu- 
tion wherein all beings are collected, in order that they might have access 
to God through him as the image of God, when they fulfill the laws decreed 
here regarding their service to him. They are reconciled to the Legislator by 
[their] care for this one. For since God needs nothing and is invisible, they 
offer the honor due Him by [being] useful to him who is in need and visi- 
ble to all” (fol. 28a/15). Theodore, therefore, combines the roles of “im- 
age” and “bond” of the universe together, not in the sense that they are 
identical but that they overlap and elide functionally within one being. 

5. Theodore of Mopsuestia, “L-homme créé ‘a l’image de Dieu’: quelques fragments 
grecs unédits de Théodore de Mopsueste,” ed. and trans. Francoise Petit, Le Muséon 100 


(1987): 276. 
6. TFS, fol. 29a/18. 
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We see the same outlook expressed in Narsai, who promoted Theo- 
dore’s thought among the East Syrians in the fifth century. First, he agrees 
that “image” applies to the whole human being: “The Creator willed to call 
the (soul) and the body His image.”’ Like Theodore, Narsai envisages im- 
age as connected with Adam’s role as the bond of the universe: “(The Cre- 
ator) fashioned and skillfully made a double vessel. A visible body and a 
hidden soul—one human being. He depicted the power of His creatorship 
in him as in an image: mute beings in his body and rational beings in the 
structure of his soul.”® For Narsai, Adam’s image is also the conduit 
through whom other creatures can manifest their love for God by caring for 
humankind: “(The Creator) has exalted His image with the name of image, 
in order to bind all (creatures) in him, so that they might [thus] come to 
love [Him] by knowing Him through having knowledge of His image.”? Fi- 
nally Narsai brings out even more clearly than the extant texts of Theodore 
the relationship between Christ and Adam, namely, that Adam is an “im- 


«a 


age” in a secondary sense and Christ the true “image”: “(The Creator) 


called (Adam) an image of His majesty in a secondary sense. For every- 
thing created is vastly inferior to the divine essence.” And, in a more spe- 
cific way: “(The Creator) called the first Adam by the name of image in a 
secondary sense. The image is in reality is the Messiah, the second Adam. 
Thus ‘Come, let us make a human being in our image’ was fulfilled when 
the Creator took His image and made it a dwelling place for his honor. The 
promises to Adam came to pass in reality in the Messiah.”” 


7. Narsia, Narsai doctoris syri homiliae et carmina, ed. A. Mingana, 2 vols. (Mosul, 
1905), 2:251. 

8. Narsai, Narsai’s Metrical Homilies on the Nativity, Epiphany, Passion, Resurrection 
and Ascension, ed. and trans. Frederick McLeod, Patrologia Orientalis 40, fasc. 1 (Turn- 
hout: Brepols, 1979), 38/39. The same idea is expressed in Narsai, Homélies de Narsai 
sur la creation, ed. and trans. P. Gignoux, Patrologia Orientalis 34/3-4 (Turnhout: Bre- 
pols, 1968), 534/535. “Come, let us make a reasonable human being in our image, and 
let us bind all to the kinship of his soul and his body. Let him be akin to the heavenly be- 
ings by the life of his soul [and] also a neighbor to bodily beings by [his] bodily struc- 
ture.” See also 588/89. 

9. Narsai, Narsai doctoris syri homiliae, 2:239. 

10. Narsai, Narsai’s Metrical Homilies, 38/39. 

11. Narsai, Homélies sur la creation, 602/03. 
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Robert Devreese’s Interpretation 


Robert Devreese presents a notably different understanding of “image” 
in Theodore from that outlined above. He depends upon one section from 
Theodore’s Catechetical Homilies in which humans are said to “imitate” 
God but in very inferior ways: “Because we have come to be in the image 
of God, we consider, when reflecting on what is proper to us as an image, 
that what is said of God is more sublime.”!? The reason for this is, of 
course, the transcendence of God. This means that God needs a visible im- 
age in order to reveal to others the cause and purpose of their creation. 
“Because we have then come to be in the image of God, we agree with that 
is affirmed about God is on reflection more than what is peculiarly ours as 
image. . . . it is possible to conceive of God from what is properly ours. For 
since it is thereby clear that there exists a great difference between us and 
God, it is necessary to consider carefully the divine nature and the works 
[done] by Him.” 

Theodore offers examples of how humans image God’s activity. De- 
vreese sums up these similar activities under four categories: (1) human 
beings share in a limited way in the power of creation, possessing a mime- 
sis of the divine creativity; (2) humans, like God, can conceive from one 
end of the world to the other, while still remaining in one place, reflecting 
the indivisible, immanent presence of God to his entire creation; (3) the 
human prerogatives both to rule and pass judgment relfect those of the di- 
vine; (4) human life and reason in their relation to the soul supply a reflec- 
tion of the Trinity in that the soul has two powers, life and reason, in virtue 
of which it lives and vivifies the body.'* Richard Norris Jr. makes the same 
point in a more general philosophical way: “To say of man that he is in the 
image of God is to say, essentially, that in a human being’s nature and in 
his activities one may discover various clues or aspects of the reality of the 
Divine Nature itself... . The relationship is one of representation founded 
on resemblance; the resemblance in question is defined externally, without 
reference to the themes of participation or natural affiliation.”'5 

12. THC, 48/49; CH 2:16. 13. Ibid. 


14. Devreese, Essai sur Théodore de Mopsueste, 14-15. 
15. Norris, Manhood and Christ, 142. 
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Can Devreese’s presentation of “image” be reconciled with what I have 
argued above are the roles of God’s image in salvation, namely, to reveal in 
a visible way the existence of God, to be the bond uniting creatures to God 
and among themselves, and to serve as the way that creatures can offer 
glory to God by caring for humans? If the latter interpretation is defensible, 
why is there no allusion to it in the Catechetical Homilies? Perhaps the an- 
swer is simply that the homilies belong, as Gerber suggests, to a period 
around 392, that is, prior to his commentaries on Genesis and the Pauline 
letters, especially Colossians and Ephesians.'° Theodore may have recog- 
nized at this later period how Adam as God’s image is able to typify 
Christ’s roles in salvation as highlighted in these later epistles. For, as I 
have pointed out, a type is similar to—in this sense it imitates—its arche- 
type. Whether this is true or not, Theodore’s main concern in remarks on 
“image” as an “imitation” is to show how humans can be said to act like 
God but in completely inferior ways that do provide some analogical 
knowledge of God’s transcendent nature. 

One of Theodore’s surviving fragments may supply the answer to the 
different meanings of image: “Rightly then has (Moses) also added the 
[term] ‘likeness’ to [the phrase] ‘according to the image.” When indeed God 
bestowed on a human being the function of image, [it is,] as I have said, 
for such a reason that He has also rightly given him [ways] to imitate di- 
vine attributes but [in a manner] far inferior to [His] substance and to the 
extent that [every] image is inferior to its archetype’s image and yet bear- 
ing imitations and reflections of that One’s majesty.”!” The last part of the 
quotation bears out what I have asserted above about the way a type can 
image its archetype. But what is noteworthy here is that Theodore links the 
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concept of “image” to that of “likeness.” “Likeness” seems to refer to the 
ways human beings imitate God’s way of acting, for example, “We reflect 
and imitate in a certain way this power of critical discernment of (human) 
acts, insofar as we function as [God’s] image, which is in fact far inferior to 
its archetype. But it suffices in a certain imitative way to lead us to per- 


ceive the grandeur of God’s attributes in relation to this.”!* In other words, 


16. Theodore of Mopsuestia, Theodor und das Nicdnum, 266. 
17. Theodore, “Lhomme créé,” 276. 18. Ibid., 287. 
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Theodore appears to understand “image” as a type or symbol and “like- 
ness” as providing some limited knowledge of the imitative ways that hu- 
mans are like God in an inferior, analogous way. But it is because humans 
are made in God’s “image” that they can be said to be like God in similar 
but secondary ways. “Likeness,” therefore, is one aspect of the typological 
roles that Adam as God’s “image” plays within creation. 


Sin’s Distortion of the Image 


Granted that Theodore looks upon Adam as playing a critical and cen- 
tral role in creation and salvation, what happens then when Adam sins? 
Does he relinquish his image? This seems to be suggested in catechetical 
homily 12: “Our Lord God made a human being in His image from the 
earth and honored him in many other ways. He then conferred especially 
on this one (Adam) the honor of being named His image whereby a human 
being alone is called God and a son of God. If he were discerning, he 
would have remained with the One who was responsible for all the bene- 
fits that he truly possessed. But he accepted and completed the image of 
the accuser who had risen as a rebel against God and wanted to usurp the 
honor that belongs to Him.”!? Thus, while Adam seems here to take on an 
“image” of the devil, he does not lose his “image of God.” For Christ in his 
humanity is the true archetypal image who truly reveals God and unites 
creation to God. Adam may tarnish his typical image, but he cannot de- 
stroy it, because the roles assigned to him are fulfilled in Christ. “Image” 
belongs to human nature as such because it is Christ’s humanity that is 
united to the Word such that his humanity uniquely makes visible the di- 
vinity of the Word, binds all creation within his humanity and then to God, 
and can receive the worship due God. 

Adam, however, becomes a total contradiction when he sins and re- 
mains mortal. He no longer serves as an image of faithfulness to God but 
as an image of the rebel Satan. Nor can he act as a permanent bond unit- 
ing creation in harmony with God. For death has begun now to separate 
the body from its soul, with the result that humanity is no longer a sign of 


19. THC, 332-34/333-35; CH 12:8. 
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peace and harmony with God but one of disintegration and disharmony. 
When the bond between soul and body is broken, so too are sundered the 
soul’s bonds with the spiritual and material worlds. The rest of creation no 
longer possesses a living visible pledge of God’s friendship. Sin, therefore, 
has not only a personal consequence but also a communal and a cosmic 
one. To reverse this human failure, Theodore believed it was necessary that 
Jesus also had to be tempted and had to prove himself totally faithful to 
God’s will (with the Spirit’s special graces). His sinlessness made him wor- 
thy to be God’s perfect image and, because God foreknew this to be so, 
suitable to be united to the Word and to become the true mediator uniting 
all of creation to God. Moreover, he exemplifies to all others how everyone 
ought to use his or her freedom in order to achieve an immortal union with 
God in a heavenly life like unto what his human nature now possesses: 
“We were from the beginning [made] in God’s image. Yet we lost this hon- 
or by our failure, but we have received the honor of a [restored] image by 
the gift of God, and because of this we have become immortal and we 
[will] dwell in heaven.”° 


Christ’s Humanity as God’s Image 


From all appearances, Theodore derived his rather distinctive under- 
standing of “image” from Colossians 1:13-20. Here the Son is said to be 
the visible “image of the invisible God” in whom all things visible and in- 
visible have been created through him and for him, with all things being 
bound# in him who is the head of the body, the Church. As we saw in the 
previous chapter, Theodore argues that Paul is speaking here of Christ in 
the flesh. Having made peace through the blood of his cross, Christ qua 
man has reconciled and recapitulated all creatures in himself. In this pas- 
sage, the writer of Colossians is highlighting the various roles Christ plays 
as God’s visible image: “And because the divine nature is not seen in a vis- 
ible way, (Paul) reveals it to human beings according to the ability of his 


20. Ibid., 356/357; CH 12:21. 

21. Literally, “And he is before all things and all things sunestékev in him.” The verb 
connotes such senses as “consist,” “set together,” “combine,” “associate,” “unite,” “put 
together,” “organize,” “joined with,” and “stand with.” 
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viewers. But under what form then do we expect the divine nature will be 
revealed? (Paul) makes us know by adding ‘the Savior Jesus Christ’ He 
points to this corporeal man and he clearly indicates that the divine nature 
reveals itself by his coming and his appearance.”*? Theodore also maintains 
that those who are seeking to be united to God must conform not directly 
to the Word as such but to his own visible image, Christ qua man: “And 
those who are conformed to him according to that likeness they have from 
God, they rightly recognize him to be the first born in relation to them- 
selves inasmuch as he is super-eminent for this reason. For he did not say 
there that they are ‘conformed to His Son’ but to the ‘image of His Son’ by 
clearly speaking of the image of His Son as being a visible nature.”?? Theo- 
dore would be strongly opposed, therefore, to any view that implies that it 
is the Word to whom one must be conformed. Rather it is to the assumed 
man who is the visible image of the Word. 

Theodore holds that the reason why Christ serves as the visible image 
of God is that the Word of God is united “exactly” with his humanity. This 
indwelling has enabled Christ’s humanity to image the divine nature to 
others. “Well did he add ‘invisible’ [to the phrase ‘who is the invisible im- 
age of God’], not because God is visible but for the manifestation of his 
majesty. However, if we see that [God’s] invisible nature [is present] in 
(Christ’s humanity) as His image, in that he is united to God the Word and 
will judge the whole world when he appears, as is right, according to his 
own nature. When he will come in great glory from heaven in the future 
age, he holds the title of ‘image’ for us because clearly we all infer that the 
divine nature, whose image he is, is to be assigned the magnitude of what 
is being accomplished. For we do not consider the authority for his judg- 
ment [as belonging] to the visible nature.”** One can easily speculate here 
that the reason why Christ’s humanity can be shown worship is on ac- 
count of his role as image. If he is the visible eschatological judge because 
of his union with the Word, the same can be said of his mediating revela- 
tory role as the perfect “image of the invisible Word.” As such, one adores 


22. THC, 184/185; CH 7:15. 23. TEP 1:264. 
24. Ibid., 1:261-62. 
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the Word who is hidden within Christ’s visible humanity. Just as the out- 
ward appearance of a person reveals his inner nature, the same can be said 
of Christ’s visible appearance in relation to the hidden Word. 

In the following passage, Theodore exemplifies how Christ in the flesh 
fulfills a cultic as well as a revelatory role as the visible “image of God” be- 


cause of the way the divine and human natures are united as one in him: 


Christ fulfills the role of image in two ways. Those who love certain indi- 
viduals often set up their images after death and deem this as providing 
them with solace for their death. By looking at their image, they think that 
they see, as it were, that one who is neither seen nor present, thereby ap- 
peasing the flame and force of their desire. Also those who have the emper- 
or’s images [set] within their cities seem to honor by cult and adoration 
those [emperors] who are not present, as if they were present and witness- 
ing all this. Both of these [purposes] are fulfilled in the case of Christ. For 
all his followers, who pursue virtue and promptly fulfill what is due God, 
love him and greatly honor him. Even though the divine nature is unseen, 
they still manifest love to the one seen by all. For they all think of Him as 
being seen by means of him and being always present to him. They fully 
honor him as [God’s] imperial image, seeing that the divine nature is, as it 
were, in him and is seen in him. For if the Son is indeed the One said to be 
dwelling within him, then the Father is also with him. For everyone be- 
lieves that He is altogether inseparable from the Son. And the Spirit is not 
absent in that He came to him in the form of an anointing and is always 
with the assumed one.?5 


In other words, to look upon Christ’s humanity is to see not only the Word 
but also the Father and his Spirit, and to worship Christ as God’s visible 
image is to adore the triune God. 

Narsai illuminates how Theodore must have thought about how and 
why divine worship can be shown to Christ as God’s visible image: “Angels 
and human beings will be united together by the yoke of his love, and they 
will celebrate him as the image of the transcendent King. . . . They contin- 
ually worship in the temple of his body that One who is hidden in him and 
they offer therein the pure sacrifices of their minds. In the haven of his 
body come to rest the impulses of their thoughts, as they become worn out 


25. Theodore, “Lhomme créé,” 274-75. My translation. 
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in [their] search for the incomprehensible hidden One. For this reason, the 
Fashioner of the universe chose him from the universe, that by his visible 
body he might satisfy the need of the universe. A creature needs to search 
out what is hidden and discover the meaning and intent of what is secret. 
Because it is impossible that the nature of the hidden One appear in an 
open way, He limited their inquiries to His visible image.”° 

Though much of Theodore’s writing on Christ’s roles as God’s primary 
image is cryptic and full of comments made in passing, it does reflect the 
roles that Theodore has assigned to Adam. In a passage that is corrupted, 
Theodore alludes to how Adam’s role as image typifies Christ’s. The text 
begins, “the new creation is much more important than the first state. And 
so we hold as true that the second creation is [more excellent] than the 
first. But if this is not [so]—and it is impious to think and speak other- 
wise—we are clearly convinced that in the past we were created in the 
name of that one in whom we receive restoration at the beginning—that 
one in whom it appears we first came to be in accordance with His power 
and His wisdom.” As we seen above, Narsai is more explicit on this point: 
“(The Creator) called the first Adam by the name of image in a secondary 
sense. The image is in reality Christ, the Second Adam.”?” 


26. Narsai, Narsai’s Metrical Homilies, 176-77. 

27. Narsai, Homélies sur la creation, 602/603. I have translated from the Syriac text. 
We see this same view also in Irenaeus, who regards Adam as imaging the incarnate 
Word and being made on the model of the Christ who was to come. For Irenaeus, the aim 
of the Incarnation was to unite God and humanity and bring them into communion. Ire- 
naeus believes that it was only when the Word became flesh that the Word as God’s in- 
visible image became visible: “For in times long past, it was said that man was created 
after the image of God, but it was not [actually] shown; for the Word was yet invisible, 
after whose image man was created. Wherefore also he did not easily lose the similitude. 
When, however, the Word of God became flesh, He confirmed both of these: for He both 
showed forth the image truly, since He became Himself what was His image; and He 
reestablished the similitude after a sure manner, by assimilating man to the invisible Fa- 
ther through means of the visible Word.” Irenaeus, “Adversus Haereses,” ed. Alexander 
Roberts and James Donaldson, vol. 1 of Ante-Nicene Fathers, 5.16.2. One cannot assert 
that Theodore is dependent here upon Irenaeus, as Theodore differs with Irenaeus as to 
the meaning of the phrase “according to likeness.” But they both understand “image” as 
referring to Christ as the human visible expression of the invisible Word. Both regard 
Christ’s human nature in its union with the Word’s divinity as acting as the perfect visi- 
ble image that draws all creation to knowledge of God. 
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One may ask whether Theodore is projecting onto Paul his own views 
of the roles of Adam and Christ’s humanity as God’s image, or whether 
they are really present in the text. From what we have seen, Theodore has 
found a basis for these in Paul and has carried out his thought in a logical 
and deductive way. I believe that Greer is right when he remarks that “The- 
odore managed to avoid to a great extent reading his own assumptions into 
the text”2® and, on the question of “image,” that “There is a subtle shifting 
from man as the corporate image to man as an individual, and eventually 
to Christ, who embodies both the individual and corporate aspects.”?? In 
other words, Theodore grasped how Christ’s human nature plays an indi- 
vidual as well as a corporate role as the visible “image of God.” In addition 
to revealing God to others, Christ in his humanity also binds all creation in 
a harmonious union with God. He can mediate between God and the cos- 
mos because as the Christ he is both divine and a creature. 


« 


In summary, Theodore understands the term “image” as not merely 
pointing to another reality which it resembles in an inferior way but also as 
serving as a true religious symbol, somewhat in the sense that Paul Tillich 
discusses, as pointing to another reality and participating in its power and 
dignity.*° But Theodore understands Christ’s humanity’s role as a symbolic 
“image” as being unique. For the reality of the Word is not beyond and out- 
side his humanity but dwells within it, as we shall see, as the soul resides 
within its body in such a way that they both form one true “person.” For 
this reason, Christ qua man reveals the actual intent of God because of his 
functional role as God’s visible “image” within creation. As such, he is 
able to receive worship as well as exercise full divine power over all those 
in heaven and the earth. We have noted the entrusting of similar roles, but 
in a lesser degree, to Adam at creation; the principal exception is that crea- 
tures are to give glory to God by fulfilling Adam’s needs, whereas they 
worship God through Christ as God’s true “image” in a true sacramental 
sense. When Theodore connects Christ’s humanity’s role as image with his 
image as the one who binds and recapitulates the cosmos within his hu- 


28. Greer, Theodore of Mopsuestia, 20. 
29. Ibid., 21. 
30. See Paul Tillich, The Dynamics of Faith (New York: Harper, 1957), 42. 
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man nature, it reinforces the belief that Theodore has synthesized into one 
these two independent views. The source for this is, as I have argued, 
Colossians 1, where Christ is proclaimed the visible “image of God” in 
whom the divine pleréma dwells and who recapitulates the spiritual and 
the material worlds “in a bodily way,” as a head is united to all the mem- 
bers of its body. 


Women as God’s Image 


Many fathers have considered men qua males as the ones created as 
the “image of God.” Diodore, John Chrysostom, and Theodoret upheld this 
view, believing that “image” refers to the authority that God bestowed 
upon Adam over material creation and Eve.*! They were doubtless influ- 
enced by Paul’s statement in 1 Corinthians 11:7 about man (qua male) be- 
ing the “image of God” and woman the “glory of man”? and Genesis 3:16, 
where Adam is said to be Eve’s master. They took both as clear revelations 
that God intended to appoint males as the sole heads of their families. This 
view was undoubtedly confirmed by the patriarchical attitude of their own 
day, which insisted that a woman’s duty was to be submissive to her hus- 
band. Theodore’s position on this point is clouded, however. For, on the 
one hand, he maintains: “(Paul) said that woman is the ‘glory’ [of man]. 
But he did not attribute ‘image’ to what is obscure since ‘glory’ refers to 
‘obedience’ and ‘image’ to ‘rule’”*? Theodore echoes this in another pas- 
sage: “(Paul) spoke of a wife as [her husband’s] glory. He did not add ‘im- 
age’ because it is not clear [how this could be], seeing that ‘glory’ looks to 


a [submissive] response and ‘image’ to [that one with] principal power.”*4 


31. For a treatment of these views, see McLeod, Image of God, 43-85. 

32. Paul seems to be arguing here from Gen. 1:27 and 2:22-23. Since Eve was formed 
from Adam’s side to be his helper, she reflects his glory as the representative of God’s 
majesty. In his commentary on “The First Letter to the Corinthians,” The Jerome Biblical 
Commentary (Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall, 1968), Richard Kugelman raises the 
question whether “exousia (power) is used in 1 Cor. 10 because of a similarity between 
the Aram words for veil and power. The context seems to impose the meaning ‘sign of 
authority’ or ‘submission to authority, but the use of exousia with such a signification in 
unknown” (51:69). 

33. Theodore of Mopsuestia, Pauluskommentare, 188. 

34. Ibid. 
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He makes this distinction again when he explains why a woman ought to 
keep her head covered: “Whenever a male covers his head, he dishonors 
his head, as he is a head as Christ is. Whenever a woman prays with her 
head uncovered, she too dishonors her husband, her head, by secretly un- 
dercutting his own honor by aiming to be the principal head. In many offi- 
cial documents*® there exists a prescription [requiring a woman] to wear a 
hat on her head, in order to signify thereby her subordination to her hus- 
band.”° Such a viewpoint, equating “image” with “authority,” seems sim- 
ilar to that of Diodore, John Chrysostom, and Theodoret, who interpreted 
“image” as signifying the authoritative role men exercise over material cre- 
ation and women. 

Theodore, however, is faced with an exegetical dilemma. Because he 
understands the term “image” as referring to the whole human nature, he 
must logically assert that a woman is also created in God’s “image.” Theo- 
dore explicitly affirms that when the author of Genesis spoke about God 
fashioning “man,” he meant not a man qua male but a human being as 
such: “Thus also when pondering upon the word of God, (Moses) inter- 
preted: ‘He made the human being’ in a general sense, namely that it refers 
in a generic sort of way to man and woman together. For after he said in 
the narrative account that ‘God made a human being in the image of God, 
he added that ‘He made them male and female, thereby [indicating] that 
the generic nature is being designated. [He said this] not rashly but be- 
cause they had not come to be masculine and feminine at the same time. 
Here he had to affirm that ‘He made them male and female. For they had 
come to be in a separate, not in the same, way. He is thus affirming that, 
even though their coming-to-be differs in accordance with the will of their 
Maker, the two of them are still one entity and one nature, despite the fact 
that they are male and female.”?” 

Theodore is then faced with the perplexing problem of explaining in a 


35. It is not clear from the text what Theodore means by the word antigraphois. It 
primarily denotes the copies of an edition or a certified official document. It may be al- 
luding to what were accepted versions of Paul’s letter to the Corinthians. 

36. Theodore, Pauluskommentare, 187. 

37. TFS, 28 a-b/16. 
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literal way Paul’s statement from Corinthians. Since he is committed to a 
faithful interpretation of all Scripture as inspired, he must seek a rational 
explanation that makes sense. The answer may lie in the ways in which he 
contrasts Adam and Christ gua human as the heads of those united with 
them in mortality and immortality. He could not include Eve as the head of 
mortal existence, seeing that she was fashioned after Adam. This would 
also run counter to the balanced contrast that he saw existing between 
Adam and Christ qua man as the heads of mortality and immortality. The- 
odore nevertheless saw that Eve shares with Adam in the roles that belong 
to “image,” as she shares the same human nature, though in a subordinate 
way, like the rest of creation, because she was fashioned after him. Only 
Adam and the assumed man are the heads; all others are members of their 
“bodies.” 

Further evidence of Theodore’s position on the confusion he saw in 
Paul’s statement appears in the writings of ISo’dad of Merv,?8 a ninth-cen- 
tury Syriac exegete who is now acknowledged as a committed disciple of 
Theodore. To the question whether women were created as “images of 
God,” he writes: “It is the male whom Scripture calls the image. [It is] not 
that a woman is not the image but Scripture attributes it to a male, since it 
is to him that the good things of nature have come, seeing that he was cre- 
ated first. As the Apostle says, ‘A man must not cover his head because he 
is the image etc.’ Yet just as a man and a woman are one body, a woman is 
equally included with him under this term.”*? This seems to be Theodore’s 
position as well. It suggests, furthermore, that Theodore regarded the terms 
“image” and “head of the body” as overlapping with each other but not 
identical. Eve would be an “image of God” qua member of the “body” of 
which Adam was the head. Like all others, she serves in a subordinate role 
to Adam, whose actions affect the good of the whole body. This seems 
borne out by Theodore’s statement that “This [verse from 1 Corinthians 
11:3] wants to say that we advance from Christ to God from whom he is 


38. ISo’dad of Merv, Commentaire d’ Isodad of Merv sur l’Ancien Testament, I. 
Genése, trans. C. Van den Eynde, Corpus Scriptorum Christianorum Orientalium 156/Syr. 
75 (Louvain: Durbecq, 1955). 

39. Ibid., 155. 
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and from the male to Christ. For it is from him [we have] a second exis- 
tence according to whose resurrection we will also be all incorruptible on 
account of [our] sharing in the grace of the Spirit [dwelling] in him. For we 
who are liable to change hold Adam [to be] the head from whom we have 
taken [our] existence. But since we have become impassible we hold Christ 
as [our] head from whom we have [our] existence as impassible beings. 
Likewise [the verse] states that [there is] also [a difference] from a wife to 
her husband since she has her existence from him.”*° 

Note that when Theodore explains why he thinks a woman ought to be 
quiet in church, he asserts that it is for the common good. This means that 
a woman as a member of the body of Christ has to be sensitive to and 
struggle for the benefit of the entire body: “Then to interpret more clearly 
his [last] statement, (Paul) adds: ‘I do not, however, permit a woman to 
teach or to have authority over her husband. Rather [she is] to be silent.’ It 
is evident that he is adding what was then being done for the common 
good—namely, that it was not fitting for women to teach in the church. 
Such a prescription, however, was necessary at that time, as women were 
divinely inspired prophetesses, [some] of whom seemed to have exhibited 
a great deal of confidence [in their right] to speak out regarding the com- 
mon good. So it was that those who ought to be looking after what was ad- 
vantageous for others in [their] households were of necessity being in- 
structed not to abuse [their] spiritual gift by causing a disturbance at 
church. He says these things, therefore, as I have said, for what will en- 
hance the common good. For in [this] part of the epistle, he was apparent- 
ly speaking at length about what was most appropriate for the common 
good, by stressing at length that it is not proper within a general gathering 
for women to teach rather than to be silent.” 

These statements suggest a kind of unity in which the members work 
in their own ways for the good of the communal body. The context seems 
to indicate that Theodore recognized the charism of women to speak out, 
but thought they ought to be silent for the common good so as not the 


40. Theodore, Pauluskommentare, 187. 
41. TEP 2:93-94. 
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threaten Church unity. A woman is thus subordinate to community lead- 
ers. But this does not mean that Theodore saw women as inferior to men 
by nature. For they possess the same nature and form one corporate body 
with no distinction between men and women. This idea is forcefully ex- 
pressed in Galatians 3:27-28: “For all of you who are baptized in Christ 
have clothed yourself with Christ. There is neither Jew nor Greek, there is 
neither slave nor free person, there is not male and female; for you are all 
one in Christ Jesus.” While all are one in Christ and work for the common 
good, this does not mean that if and when the situation changes, the com- 
mon good always requires that women be silent. 

Theodore’s thought on the “image of God” is a rich teaching that seems 
to date from his later years. It seems quite likely that Theodore derived his 
understanding of the “image of God” from a literal and rational approach 
to Colossians 1 and applied this to Genesis. He discerned that the phrase 
“image of God” must refer to the way Christ’s humanity visibly manifests 
the transcendent Word. Since Genesis applies “image of God” to Adam as 
well as to Christ in the flesh, Theodore looks upon Adam, as Paul affirms, 
to be a type of Christ qua man. As such, Adam must fulfill his criteria for a 
true type. He is, in Theodore’s understanding of Genesis, as historical as 
Jesus Christ, whose relationship to him is sanctioned by Scripture. So too 
are they both similar to each other, but Christ is the archetype who is the 
perfect “image.” In other words, Theodore took what he saw to be the 
roles that Paul attributed to Christ in Colossians and assigned them to 
Adam. Like Christ, Adam is the visible revelation of God, the bond uniting 
the spiritual and the material beings as one body and the way for angelic 
powers and material beings to offer glory to God. These roles are similar 
but inferior to Christ’s roles. For Christ’s humanity is the preeminent visi- 
ble “image of God” who recapitulates the whole cosmos within himself 
and mediates their harmonious union with God because of his “exact” 
union with the Word. To show adoration to Christ gua man is, in fact, to 
show worship to God. Theodore believed that this is the mystery Paul as- 
serts has been hidden for ages and has now been revealed through Christ’s 
humanity. He was doubtless convinced that he was simply systematizing 
Paul’s thought here. 
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What we see as unique in Theodore’s view of “image” is the way in 
which he views the roles Christ is meant to play in God’s plan of salvation. 
Because of his stress on God’s transcendence, he detects the central revela- 
tory, mediating, and cultic roles of Christ’s humanity in the work of re- 
demption. Christ’s human nature has been divinely chosen to be the true 
medium of revelation and access for others to come into union with God. 
Adam shares in these roles but in a limited, typical way, whereas Christ’s 
humanity possesses these characteristics in a consummate way. What is 
significant is how the assumed man is the bond uniting the members of his 
body, the Church, to the Word and the bond recapitulating the whole uni- 
verse, uniting all in peace and harmony with God. This understanding of 
“image” highlights for us how Christ is not merely an individual as such 
but one whose humanity possesses essential relationships to the Word and 
others through his bodily existence. As we shall see in the following chap- 
ter, this essential “corporate” aspect of his existence as a “person” cannot 
be overlooked or minimized. Let us turn now to the relation between The- 
odore’s view of Christ as the perfect visible “image of God” to his teaching 
about there being one common prosdpon in Christ. 


144 


6. THE SALVIFIC ROLE OF CHRIST’S 
“COMMON ‘PROSOPON’” 


HE PREVIOUS CHAPTERS have prepared us for our 
next inquiry: what does Theodore mean by the phrase 
he often uses to express the “person” of Christ, his 
common prosépon? I have pointed out the quasi-organic union 
between Christ’s humanity and those who are united to his 
“bodies,” the members of the Church and the universe, as well 
as the quasi-organic union between his exterior “visible im- 
age” and the inward reality of God’s Word. Because of Christ’s 
human nature’s “exact” union with the Word, he can serve as 
the true mediator between God and all of creation. I shall now 
address the question of how Christ’s humanity as the head of 
the Church and the cosmos is “exactly” related to the Word. In 
other words, what are the kinds of union and unity that Theo- 
dore argues exist between Christ’s divine and human natures 
in one “person”? 
Theodore derives his understanding of the unity of 
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Christ’s natures from the exegetical and dogmatic tradition that he inherit- 
ed at Antioch and that shaped his literal, historical, and rational exegetical 
method. He was especially convinced of the need to preserve the integrity 
of Christ’s two natures in a union where the Word’s transcendence was not 
compromised. My purpose here is not to determine whether or not Theo- 
dore’s common prosépon truly expresses a substantial union. Rather it is to 
validate whether this study into the salvific roles Theodore sees Christ 
playing within the universe can help to determine how Theodore regards 
Christ as one “person.” In other words, my approach is a functional, exis- 
tential one. It wants to establish who Christ is as a “person” by a close con- 
sideration of his salvific activity. This is how the Synoptics have depicted 
Christ. Because he acts as one in human and divine ways, they presume 
that he is not only human and divine but also truly one person. This seems 
to be Theodore’s outlook as well. 

When pressed, Theodore expresses the union of Christ’s divine and hu- 
man natures in two different ways. The first sums up the union as occur- 
ring in one “prosdpon.” The other describes the union as one wherein God 
“dwells according to His good pleasure as in His Son.”! The present chap- 
ter treats what Theodore means first by prosdpon and then by a union in a 
common prosépon. Chapter 7 examines what he intends when he asserts 
that the union is an “indwelling of good pleasure.” Because the matter is 
so complex, if not confusingly dense, it is imperative that we proceed one 
step at a time. 

This chapter begins with a long overview of how the Christological 
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terms “substance,” “nature,” hypostasis, and prosépon were understood 
within the cultural settings of the fourth and fifth centuries. I shall then 
look at how Theodore views these terms, especially a common prosdépon. 
To further clarify the kind of unity Theodore espouses between Christ’s 
two natures, I shall then explore three major analogies that he presents to 


illumine his Christological union between two natures in one prosdpon. 


1. As I shall discuss in Chapter 7, the phrase “as in His Son” can also be interpreted 
“as in a son.” I shall show that the first rendition ought to be the preferred translation. 
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The General Meaning of the Basic Christological Terms 


There was considerable fluidity in the late fourth and early fifth cen- 
turies regarding the use and understanding of the terms ousia, physis, hy- 
postasis, and prosépon. We see this fluidity in the struggles of the fathers to 
agree on how to express the existence of three Persons in one divine Na- 
ture and one Person in two natures in Christ.’ Bitter controversies lasting 
almost a century forced the Church fathers to establish authoritatively an 
acceptable understanding of the two terms “nature” (ousia and physis) and 
“person” (hypostasis and pros6pon) and how they all relate to one another. 
In his Theological Dictionary of the New Testament Helmut K6ster notes no 
consistent evolution in the meanings of these terms until the start of the 
fifth century: “One has rather to consider at every step the corresponding 
usage in the period concerned.”? 

Koster regards ousia as signifying the primal nature as such of a being. 
It is translated as “substance.” Another term close in meaning but concep- 
tually different is hypostasis, the root of which literally means “that which 
stands under” or is the “foundation” of something. The term has a number 
of connotations, depending on whether one situates its origin in the intran- 


sitive verb hyphistémi or the transitive verb hyphistamai.* As an intransi- 
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tive verb, its meanings range from “source,” “being,” “nature,” “reality,” to 
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“substantive existence,” “concrete entity,” “individual,” and “person,” and 
as a transitive verb from “origination” to “sustenance” and “actualization,” 
connoting that the substance of a being has entered into existence. The 
next term is physis (nature). It includes everything given to a being when 
it then came into existence, as well as everything that belongs peculiarly to 
its substance. Aristotle appears to be the first to have distinguished be- 


tween an “abstract universal nature” and a “concrete nature,” that is, a 


2. Kelly, Early Christian Doctrines, 253. 

3. Helmut Koster, Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, ed. Gerhard 
Friedrich, trans. Geoffrey W. Bromiley (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1968), 8:589. I am also 
indebted in this section to G.W.H. Lampe, ed., A Patristic Greek Lexicon (Oxford: Claren- 
don Press, 1961). 

4. Koster, Theological Dictionary, 8:573. Késter objects to those who propose differ- 
ent meanings for these two verbs. 
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specific individual. The final term prosépon (“person”) means primarily a 
“face” or an “individual’s outward being.” It connotes, however, that this 
outward appearance of an individual is real. It was also employed to signi- 
fy a “mask” worn by an actor and extended to a person’s “role” within a 


play or one’s “position” within a community.® 


The Christian Understanding of the Terms 


In addition to being aware of the meaning these four terms had in the 
cultural setting of the late fourth and the early fifth centuries, Theodore 
was also probably influenced by the way these words were understood by 
Christian theologians, especially by the fathers at the Councils of Nicaea 
(325) and in the Synodical Letter written the year after the Council of Con- 
stantinople I (381). In the Creed of Nicaea (325), we read that the fathers 
looked upon ousia and hypostasis as interchangeable: “those who say .. . 
that (the Word of God) came to be from things that were not or from an- 
other hypostasis or ousia . . . these the catholic and apostolic church anath- 
ematizes.”° This led some to view the Nicene fathers as crypto-Sabellians. 
Doubtless the fathers at Nicaea chose these terms as a way to explain their 
intent, namely, that the Word did not come from the “Person” of the Father 
but from his substance.’ They wanted, in fact, to avoid a Sabellian interpre- 
tation on the one hand and an Arian on the other. However, it was not un- 
til about forty years later, when the Tomus ad Antiochenos (362) and the 
Cappadocians were able to help forge a consensus as to there being one di- 
vine ousia and three divine hypostaseis (Persons) in the Trinity, that there 


5. For a discussion of how the ancient understanding of “nature” and “person” differ 
from contemporary usage, see Dermot A. Lane, The Reality of Jesus: An Essay in Christol- 
ogy (New York: Paulist Press, 1975), 111-14. Lane remarks, for instance, on the meaning 
of person: “This ontological concept of person exists in complete contrast to the modern 
understanding of person, which is informed primarily by psychology” (112). It signifies 
an individual reality. Lane is, of course, speaking of “person” in the sense of a hyposta- 
sis, not as a prosdpon. 

6. Norman P. Tanner, ed., Decrees of the Ecumenical Councils, vol. 1: Nicaea I to Lat- 
eran V. (Washington, D.C.: Georgetown University Press, 1990), 5. For a theological un- 
derstanding of the terms used in the Nicene Creed, see Grillmeier, Christ in Christian Tra- 
dition, 1:264-73. 

7. See Kelly, Early Christian Doctrines, 242. 
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ceased to be a controversy about the choice of words regarding the Trinity. 

In 382 most fathers who attended the Council of Constantinople I wrote 
a Synodal Letter that doubtless reflects the thought of the lost Tome of the 
Council. In this letter they profess their belief that the Father, Son, and 
Holy Spirit possess “a single Godhead and power and ... three most per- 
fect hypostases or three perfect prosdpa, so that there exists no place here 
for the disease of Sabellius wherein the hypostases are confused, with the 
result that their peculiar characteristics too are destroyed.”® By distinguish- 
ing the Greek word ousia (substance and, in the context, the same as “na- 
ture”) from both hypostasis and prosdépon, the fathers insisted on the ne- 
cessity of making a distinction between “substance/nature” on the one 
hand and both hypostasis and prosdpon on the other. They affirm in fact 
that these latter two words are approximate in meaning (though hypostasis 
is said to be “most perfect” and prosdpon only “perfect”).? The constant 
use of these last two terms as synonyms suggests continuing uncertainty 
among the fathers about which is the more appropriate term to describe 
the reality of a “Person” in the Trinity. But it also may indicate that each of 
these two terms signifies a “person” but that each has a special connota- 
tion, whereby hypostasis denotes the specific inner personal uniqueness of 
each existing divine Person in relationship to the other two divine Persons, 
while prosdpon brings out how one Person in the Trinity relates to the Oth- 
ers and can manifest itself outwardly to created beings. 

In the late fourth century, therefore, the fathers understood the terms 
ousia (substance) and physis (nature) to be what is common to the Father, 
Son, and Spirit, and the terms hypostasis and prosdpon as that which are 
characteristic of each individual divine “Person” as a “person.” They also 
commonly maintained that the “nature” of the Trinity is the source of its 
activity and the reference point for the divine attributes, except in those 
personal ways that the Father, Son, and Spirit uniquely differ as Persons.” 


8. Tanner, Decrees of the Ecumenical Councils, 28. Sabellius held that the three divine 
Persons were but the manifestations of one God. 

9. Dr. Kenneth Steinhauser of St. Louis University has suggested to me that the fa- 
thers used the phrase “most perfect” to bring out more clearly that the three divine Per- 
sons are equal to one another. No one is more perfect than the others. 

10. Kelly, Early Christian Doctrines, 258. 
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Applying these distinctions to the Trinity, we can advance as probable that 
the term prosépon denotes the external ways each divine Person reveals 
himself in a relational way as a real individual member of the Triune God- 
head, even though united with the other two Persons in the same nature. 
The term hypostasis, on the other hand, denotes rather what characterizes 
each Divine Person inwardly as uniquely existing in a common divine na- 
ture. 

Another fifth-century source for Theodore’s terms is Nestorius’s ex- 
tended analogy on their meaning." Because Theodore is proclaimed the fa- 
ther of Nestorianism, there is a very definite probability that Nestorius is 
reflecting Theodore’s thought. Nestorius explains these terms in light of a 
king who dresses as a common soldier. The king’s “substance” is the same 
as that of every other human. It is the fundament for all other terms. The 
word “nature” qualifies and delimits the king’s “substance” to the particu- 
lar human being the king is, just as a species does a genus. Both terms in- 
dicate that the king is a human being. The term hypostasis appears to add 
to “substance” and “nature” the notion that this complete specific, sub- 
stantial nature now exists. In Nestorius’s example, the term affirms that the 
king really exists as this particular king who is the bearer of his own indi- 
vidual properties and the guiding subject of his own freely willed actions. 

Nestorius introduces another term, schéma, to the mix. Though used in 
Theodore’s extant works, it is not found as such as a technical term.!* But 
it is important if one is clearly and fully to understand Theodore’s meaning 
of prosépon and a common prosdpon. Nestorius understood schéma to des- 
ignate the specific form or visible appearance under which something or 
someone is now recognized. Thus, although the king’s schéma may change 
outwardly, his underlying concrete, substantial nature and his hypostasis 
are the same. For example, running water and ice are both water, though 
different forms of water. There is one hypostasis (that is, of water) but two 
different schémata or concrete forms that it can assume. Thus the king 


11. Nestorius, The Bazaar of Heracleides, ed. and trans. Godfrey L. Driver and 
Leonard Hodgson (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1925), 20-23. 

12. Theodore, of course, uses the term in the sense of a “form,” “appearance,” “man- 
ner,” and often in a prepositional phrase, such as “in the pattern of.” 
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who has assumed the schéma of a common soldier is still kingly in his na- 
ture, despite being dressed in an ordinary soldier’s clothing. 

The term prosépon, like that of schéma, connotes a person’s concrete, 
outward appearance but adds as an essential element the sense that one’s 
external aspect is intimately related to who and what a person is inwardly. 
It expresses the relational bond between the “outer” and “inner” makeup 
of a person. Nestorius’s explanation of how the two terms schéma and 
prosépon differ is illuminating. A king may exchange his regal robes for an 
ordinary soldier’s garb, but he is simply exchanging one schéma for anoth- 
er. Prosépon by contrast means that he is the king outwardly as well as in- 
wardly. When understood in this sense, prosépon can be taken as a func- 
tional, not a strictly ontological, term. For the king is acting according to 
his nature. In fact, this is how many people today describe a person, not in 
a substantial metaphysical way but in the way that a person is known as 
such by his or her interior and outward activities. 


Theodore’s Understanding of the Christological Terms 


0 


When Theodore employs the different terms “substance,” “nature,” hy- 
postasis, and prosépon, he writes as if their meanings are self-evident, as 
we must assume they were in his own mind. We are fortunate to have sev- 
eral extant passages in which he addresses his understanding of these 
terms, though no specific passage where he spells out fully how these 
terms, especially hypostasis and prosépon, differ from each other. In the 
clearest passage Theodore refers to physis, hypostasis, and prosdpon as 
they are present in the union of Christ’s divine and human natures: “For 
when we distinguish the natures, we say the nature of God the Word is 
perfect and [his] prosdpon is perfect. For it is not [possible] to say that 
there exists a hypostasis without a prosépon. And the human nature is per- 
fect and likewise [its] prosépon. ... But when we look to the union, then 
we say one prosdpon.”!3 For Theodore, therefore, every perfect nature, if it 
is a truly existing being, has its own hypostasis, which is turn has its own 
prosopon. 


13. TEP 2:299. I have translated this passage from the Greek text contained in the 
Appendix. 


151 


How then can we make sense of Theodore’s statement that the term hy- 
postasis belongs to both nature and prosdpon? It signifies that whenever 
one encounters a hypostasis or a complete existing nature, both terms im- 
ply that they have at least the potential to manifest themselves in a real 
visible way. In other words, in its most elemental meaning prosdpon refers 
to the external ways that a hypostatic nature can reveal itself. It is the con- 
crete, visible “person” whom we see and touch—the person who manifests 
in an outward way one’s own inner subsisting nature. In other words, 
every nature that is a complete, hypostatic nature has at least the potential 
to reveal itself in a visible, external way as a prosdpon. Thus when Theo- 
dore speaks of there being but one prosdépon in Christ, he would mean, in 
light of our last chapter on “image,” that God has chosen to reveal himself 
outwardly through and together with the visible prosépic appearance of 
Christ’s humanity. This is possible because there exists an “exact” union 
between Christ’s human and divine natures. Since each nature can reveal 
in a prosépic way, Christ’s way of acting visibly as one in both divine and 
human ways reveals that he is inwardly both divine as well as human. This 
is the way the Synoptics portray Jesus. 

As discussed in Chapter 2 on exegesis, prosdpon has an additional sig- 
nificance in Theodore’s commentary on the psalms. Prosépon does not re- 
fer here to a “person” in a metaphysical sense. Rather it is employed at 
times as signifying an individual and at other times as signifying a group 
that is considered as one. Christ’s common prosdépon can be understood in 
two ways—first, as an individual subject who is speaking or a person 
about whom one is speaking or to whom something is being said, and, sec- 
ond, in a communal sense. The prosépon of Christ qua man also implies 
the presence of all the members of his ecclesial and cosmic “body,” while 
that of the Word would include the presence of the Father and the Spirit. 
Since Christ’s human prosépon must always be understood as in an insep- 
arable relationship with the Word’s, their common prosépon, as I shall dis- 
cuss more fully below, sums up and expresses how Christ is the true medi- 
ator, being both God and a creature. It is the basis and reason why the 
common prosdpon as God’s image can be shown adoration. While this uni- 


ty will be developed at greater length in the next chapter, Richard Norris Jr. 
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summarizes this point about Theodore’s one prosépon nicely: “When The- 
odore speaks of Christ as one prosdpon, he means that, because of the 
union between the Word and the assumed Man, the Lord presents himself 
to the world and to the believer as a single object of knowledge and faith 
and a single agent of reconciliation with God.”"4 


Theodore’s Understanding of Hypostasis 


Theodore understands the term hypostasis in a way far different from 
Cyril of Alexandria, who regards it as signifying the subject to whom attrib- 
utes and operations can be applied within a true substantial unity. He 
takes it not in the psychological sense of a self-conscious individual but as 
a true existing individual. For Theodore, by contrast, it designates a real, 
complete, existing nature; and since Christ has two complete natures, it fol- 
lows that he must possess two hypostaseis. To maintain, therefore, as Cyril 
does, that there is only one hypostasis in Christ, could only mean that there 
exists but one real nature in Christ, that of the Word, and that Christ’s hu- 
man nature has lost its own reality and been changed into the divine na- 
ture: “Therefore [the phrase] ‘he became’ is used in Scripture in many 
senses [as] it is also usually employed in many senses by us... . For it is 
affirmed sometimes in an active and then sometimes in a passive 
sense. ... But it is also employed in the sense of becoming a gndéma [the 
Syriac word for hypostasis]—correctly as many think. But as a gndém4, it is 
used in two ways: either as an eternal coming to be [of the Word] at the 
beginning [of creation] or as a change of one thing into another.”!* In oth- 
er words, when the Word is said to “become flesh,” Theodore interprets 
this to mean that the Word must maintain the hypostasis that Christ has 
when eternally generated from the Father or, if not, that he must be 
changed into another nature. If the latter is true, then he has lost his nature 
as God. To corroborate his conviction that a person’s hypostasis is insepa- 


14. Norris, Manhood and Christ, 231. 

15. For a lengthy statement of Cyril’s thought, compare the English translation of 
Cyril’s twelve anathemas with some commentary in Percival, Seven Ecumenical Councils, 
NPNEF, 14:206-18. 
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rable from one’s nature, Theodore adduces what he believes to be scriptur- 
al examples confirming that a hypostasis must always be associated in 
meaning with nature, as pointed out above, where he speaks of the three 
hypostaseis as being three “realities” in the one divine nature. 

Another valuable passage for understanding hypostasis is one that has 
survived partially in Greek and wholly in Syriac. I have translated the last 
line of the Greek text first and then the Syriac: “When, however, we return 
to the union [of a soul with its body], then we announce one prosdpon.*’ 
Likewise, when we define a human nature, we say that the nature of the 
soul is one [and] that of its body is another, since we acknowledge that 
each one of these has a gndémd [Syriac for hypostasis] and a nature and are 
convinced that the soul, whenever it is separated from its body, remains in 
its nature and its own qndmd.”!* Here Theodore refers to an existing hu- 
man being composed of a real soul with its real body, each with its own 
(incomplete) nature and thus its own hypostasis. But when death occurs, 
the hypostasis of the soul will continue in its existence, indicating that the 
hypostasis of its body does not. This implies that Theodore regards the 
soul’s hypostasis as a real, existing nature that is self-subsisting, whereas 
the body does not subsist on its own. The soul has been created immortal 
while the body in its earthly life is mortal and must perish whenever it is 
separated from its life-sustaining soul. As we shall see later, a critical dis- 
tinction must be made in the application of this analogy likening the soul’s 
separation from its own body at death to that between the Word and 
Christ’s humanity. Theodore insists that the hypostasis of Christ’s humani- 
ty is never separated from that of the Word, not even at Jesus’ death on the 
cross. 

The following passage affirms what was implied in the previous one: 
that the human body exists in the hypostasis (subsistence) of its soul dur- 
ing the union and ceases to exist when it is separated from its soul at 
death: “For the human soul differs from the souls of animals only in this 
that this latter’s soul does not possess its subsistence as an element of its 


17. From this point on, I have translated this section from the Syriac text that Sachau 
provides in TFS. It adds material not contained in Swete’s Greek text. 
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nature. An animal’s existence does not subsist alone in its makeup; and af- 
ter the death of the animal it is believed no longer to exist... . As regards 
the human (soul), it is not like this. The soul exists on its own (in its 
qndmd) and is much more exalted than the body. It continues forever on 
its own (in its gnédmd) because it is immortal.”!° It is worthwhile to point 
out here that Theodore does not distinguish between a complete and an in- 
complete nature. Besides indicating here his lack of philosophical preci- 
sion, his understanding of nature may reveal that Theodore is speaking not 
abstractly but concretely. He is referring here to a subsisting existential 
being whose human body has its own hypostasis, but one that is not self- 
subsisting, at least until it becomes immortal. 

In the next passage, Theodore likens—with reservations—the Word’s 
relation to his Father to an idea’s relation to its soul: “(The Word) was with 
(the Father) from eternity, being similar to the word in the soul that always 
issues from it and with it. Because the word [proceeding] from the soul is 
seen to be something other even though it exists as [part of] the soul’s self- 
subsistence (qnémd), as the word does not have [its own] self-subsistence 
(qnémda), it is viewed then [to be existing] in that of its soul. But lest in fol- 
lowing out this comparison, we believe that the Son is also not an existing 
qném4a or a stranger to the nature of the Father, the evangelist briefly adds 
that ‘the Word was God.””° In other words, Theodore uses this analogy to 
illustrate how the Word can be one with the Father. He recognizes its limi- 
tation, however, because he explicitly asserts that the Word is a subsisting 
divine Person (a hypostasis) who is at the same time not separated from 
his Father or existing apart from the divine nature. 

The quotation above also highlights why Theodore is opposed to the 
statement that there is only one hypostasis in Christ. The analogy between 
the body in its relation to its existing soul and Christ’s humanity in its 
union with the Word may appear consistent with the view that Christ’s hu- 
man nature subsists in the hypostasis of the Word’s divine Person; but The- 
odore would reject such a conclusion. As we shall see in Chapter 7, he 


19. THC, 120-22/121-23; CH 5:15-16. 
20. Ibid., 74/75; CH 3:14. Because the Syriac text is illegible at the head of this cita- 
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grants that the Word empowers the humanity and completes its activity, 
but not to the point that the Word supplants the humanity’s hypostasis. For 
this would mean there is only one hypostasis and therefore only one nature 
in Christ, that of the Word’s divine nature. Moreover, Theodore would not 
have been able to conceive Christ’s human nature as abstract, the Word us- 
ing it as a principium quo or instrument of operation. If he could, Theo- 
dore would interpret this to mean that the assumed man has no real exis- 
tence and therefore no free activity. This would rob his humanity of the 
essential but secondary roles in salvation pointed out in earlier chapters. 
Rather, Theodore maintains that since Christ’s humanity really exists, it 
must be concrete with its own hypostasis. As Norris puts it, “the human 
nature of Christ would be ‘impersonal’ in the sense that it has no 
bndoTaotc of its own, but subsists in an attributive relation to the Person 
of the divine Son.”?2 

Let us take one final example of the consistency of Theodore’s under- 
standing of hypostasis (qndéma in Syriac) as an existing real nature. Theo- 
dore is speaking here of how the Word of God must be taken as an existing 
Being and not simply as a spoken or written word: “Why did he call this 
One the ‘Word’? We say [in response] that in no [other] instance does the 
Scripture employ this term ‘Word’ in [the sense of] a self-subsisting being 
(qnémd). But here he names the Son to be the Word in [the sense of being] 
a self-subsisting reality (a qndmd) when he names Him in a singular and 
absolute sense without [any] addition or definition.”*? Theodore could ac- 
cept the meaning of hypostasis as an existing person for every person ex- 
cept Christ in the flesh. But in the case of Christ’s humanity, one hyposta- 
sis means but one nature in Christ. In the case of the Trinity, the Person of 
the Word can never be separated from the divine nature that he shares 
with the Father and the Spirit. The problem regarding Christ is that Christ 


21. As we shall see in Chapter 8, this is how Kevin McNamara views it. Kelly points 
out that Cyril of Alexandria also considered Christ’s human as well as his divine nature 
to be concrete: “The humanity was as real as the divinity, and the modern allegation that 
he regarded it as a collection of purely abstract qualities conflicts with his express lan- 
guage” (Early Christian Doctrines, 319). 

22. Norris, Manhood and Christ, 235. 
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has two different real natures, which means that both must have their own 
hypostasis that somehow function as one and constitute one individual. 


The Difference between a ‘Hypostasis and a Prosépon’ 


In the following passage, Theodore indicates how a hypostasis differs 
from a prosépon. He says that the Spirit’s hypostasis (real existence within 
the divine nature) is not known until Christ reveals His prosépon: “We 
have learned that the Father possesses His own prosdépon, and the Son His 
prosdépon, and the Holy Spirit His prosépon, considering that each of them 
is equally [sharing] in the divine and eternal ousia. ... The Old (Testa- 
ment), as I said, did not know of the Holy Spirit [existing] in His own 
prosépon and of His hypostasis as being separate from God.” It called the 
Holy Spirit [in various ways] the spirit of God or His grace or authority or 
care or disposition or something of this sort.”?5 In other words, the Spirit 
really exists as a hypostasis in the Trinity but is not known as such until 
the Spirit’s presence has been revealed in the New Testament. But even 
when Jesus affirms the real existence of the Spirit, it is difficult to recog- 
nize the Spirit’s visible presence: “Therefore, you hear His voice; that is, 
you perceive the sound of His coming, but you do not know the place 
where His Person (qnémd) is present, being aware [only] that His opera- 
tion is active.”2° The Spirit’s hypostasis and prosdpon are known to be pres- 
ent by his activity within the visible appearance of some other reality. As 
we shall see, the same will be said of the Word’s prosdpon as actualized in 
his common prosdépon. 

When Theodore speaks of the Persons of the Trinity, he does employ 
the term hypostasis: “the divine nature is known [as present] in the three 
hypostaseis of the Father and of the Son and of the Spirit.”?? He says the 
same thing later: “Each of these three hypostaseis is in truth God; and 
unique is the divine nature of the Father and the Son and the Holy Spirit” 


24. Like many of the fathers, Theodore considers the term “God” as referring to the 
Father. See Kelly, Early Christian Doctrines, 100. 

25. Theodore, “In Haggai,” PG 66:485A. 

26. TJA, 69/48. 

27. THC, 32/33; CH 2:3. 


157 


(CH 2:3). This shows how Theodore understands the term hypostasis as 
being always associated with “nature.” But when he uses this term, it is in 
the context of a revelation of a divine Person: “But by adding the prosépon 
of the Father, (Paul) also reveals the Son” (CH 3:2). I believe that this is 
how the following is to be understood: “Those who speak of the one 
prosdpon of the Son as two teach us about the ‘exact’ union of the two na- 
tures” (CH 3:6).?8 In other words, Theodore’s phrase “one prosdpon” re- 
veals the presence of two natures within Christ. There is no conflict with 
the trinitarian language. Each of the divine prosdpa has one nature, while 
Christ’s common prosdpon (that is, the union of Christ’s human prosdpon 
with the Word’s prosdpon) possesses two natures. 

Rowan Greer offers a constructive insight into how the terms prosdpon 
and hypostasis in Theodore can be said to be distinguished from one an- 
other: “Theodore seems to use UtéaTaatc as a strictly ontological word to 
describe what the Godhead really is... . Contrariwise, 7odowmov seems 
everywhere linked with the revelation and man’s apprehension of it.... 
God exists in three Urda7aaetc and is recognized in three tod0wma. The 
word zpdowna for Theodore as for Nestorius, refers to something definite. 
That is, a 7o6ow7a is an existing thing or entity and not simply an abstrac- 
tion; and mpdowma have this supra-ontological sense of recognition.” 
Greer, however, raises a prudent caveat: “However, too much must not be 
made of the particular words Theodore has used. Theodore was not really 
interested in fashioning a technical, philosophical vocabulary. Rather it is 
the tendency of his thought to fashion a theology built of Biblical, pictorial 
images. ”2° 

One last point must be made before we undertake a deeper examina- 
tion of what Theodore means by one prosdépon. It is critical because it high- 
lights a major difference between Theodore and Cyril of Alexandria. Cyril 
understands his term for “person” (hypostasis) as the subject of unity and 
attribution in Christ, whereas Theodore holds that the centers for divine 
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and human activities are their existing natures—though always in relation 
to the ego of their common prosépon. Theodore’s adversaries point out that 
since he regards all existing natures as concrete, he could not have con- 
ceived of an “abstract” nature as really existing apart from the “person” of 
the Word. For Theodore, everything that exists is a particular existential na- 
ture, not an abstract reality. We can see this expressed in the following pas- 
sage, in which Theodore refers to the phrase “divine nature” as inter- 
changeable with the concrete title “Lord”: “(the assumed man) is then 
connatural to David from whom he has descended. We maintain that He is 
also the Lord because of the union he has with the divine Nature that is 
the Cause and Lord of the universe. ”?! 

As Norris notes, this identity of concrete and abstract nature was com- 
mon in Theodore’s day: “errors in using this language [where one uses ab- 
stract and concrete natures interchangeably] were in fact the common 
habits of his time, which was quite accustomed to references to the ‘Man’ 
in Christ.”3? As Graham Warne points out, this usage was in fact quite com- 
mon among the ancient Jews as well: “the Hebrews used one single term to 
express both a concrete, observable reality (to which they could readily re- 
late), and a non-concrete, or figurative meaning. ... That which was con- 
crete and observable provided the means whereby the non-concrete could 
be perceived. The human person, therefore, was characterized by function, 
rather than by metaphysical abstraction.”*? In other words, the concrete, 
visible nature of reality illumines its inner nature. This seems to be the way 


Theodore has understood the term prosépon. 


The Problem Regarding the Terms of Unity 


Before delving into what Theodore means by one prosdpon, we need to 
situate the problem of Christ’s unity in the context of the fourth century. 
Two different Christological models, probably with lengthy traditions, pre- 
date the controversy between Apollinaris and Theodore. These are repre- 
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sented by Paul of Samosata and Malchion*! (both were active at Antioch in 
the middle of the third century). Paul seems to have put forward what can 
be described as a “divisive” kind of Christology as he separated the Word 
and Jesus Christ into two individuals. Malchion, by contrast, spoke of the 
unity of the Word and the “flesh” in terms of the unity between the body 
and the soul in a human being. Malchion rejected what he believed to be 
Paul of Samosata’s empty moral indwelling of the Word in the humanity. 
For Malchion, the Word does not dwell in Christ as it does in other humans 
but truly becomes a human being. 

The Arian crisis brought this issue to a head. Arius argued logically that 
if the Word was the subject of Christ’s human operations and truly suf- 
fered, the Word must be mutable and thus a creature. He consider the 
Word to be a theos but not true God.*> The Alexandrians agreed with Ar- 
ius’s premise that the Word was the subject of Christ’s human operations, 
but they distinguished two forms of predication. The first form can be de- 
scribed as a “natural” one and the other as an “economic” one; that is, the 
Word does not suffer in his divine nature but can be said to do so for the 
salvation of humanity. As we shall see when we examine Theodore’s 
method of speaking about Christ, Theodore assigns attributes appropriate 
to a nature to its own nature. But he does allow those peculiar to each na- 
ture to be truly affirmed of the ego of the common prosdpon. This was also 
probably Diodore’s basic position, which Theodore may also have adapted 
in light of objections raised against Diodore’s statements about two Sons. 

To counteract what he believed to be the divisive Christology that he 
saw in Paul of Samosata and Diodore, Apollinaris proposed the existence of 
a natural “organic” unity within Christ. He accomplished this by holding 
that the Word supplanted Christ’s rational human soul. He argued that 
since two complete natures cannot be made into a substantial unity, the 
humanity of Christ must have been an incomplete nature.*° By so doing, he 
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was able to affirm that there is only one single person present in Christ, 
that of the Word of God. Theodore rejects this, thereby earning the lasting 
enmity of the Apollinarians. Such a position ran totally contrary to two of 
the Antiochene basic commitments: first, to preserve the Creator-creature 
distinction and Christ’s full humanity within the union. By stressing the 
immutability of the Word and the full humanity of Christ, Theodore was 
forced in effect to make—what appears to many—a complete separation of 
Christ’s human nature from the Word. This is exemplified in Theodore’s at- 
tempt to prove Apollinaris wrong by appealing to human acts that Christ 
qua man performed, thus establishing that he had a rational soul. For in- 
stance, he argues: “If someone wants to contend that the soul of a human 
being can exist without reason, how did Jesus grow in wisdom?”*’ His 
more persuasive argument against Apollinaris is that the union Apollinaris 
proposes between the Word and Christ’s bodily humanity is in fact of a hy- 
brid nature: “For if the life of the body is governed by the soul wherein un- 
derstanding resides and whereby we understand the divine nature to be 
the cause of every effect and the divine plan as governing all things that 
have been fashioned and will be—for all these acts are connected with a 
rationally endowed nature—why do the heretics say a third nature is need- 
ed which they have conceived and called ‘rational’?”%* 


Kinds of Union 


At this point, it will be helpful to know clearly what kinds of union 
were being broached in the fourth century. At that time, various terms 
were employed to describe the different kinds of union. First, Aristotle dis- 
tinguishes a krasis (mixture) from a sunthesis (juxtaposition). In the first 
case, the “mixture” results in a tertium quid, and in the second no change 
takes place in the combining of the natures.*? The Stoics also spoke of a 
union by “mixture” (sunchusis) where the elements are altered without 
any possibility of their being restored to their original state. They also pro- 


37. TFS, fol. 4b/38. 

38. Ibid., fol. 4a/37. 

39. For a treatment of the different kinds of union, see Norris, Manhood and Christ, 
68-78, 216-17. 


161 


posed a special kind of “mixture through all its parts” (krasis di’ olén), 
which connotes a total interpenetration of two substances. In this mixture, 
each nature retains its characteristic properties unaltered, with the result 
that in their union the two inhering natures remain distinct. When applied 
to a human being, this means that when a human soul is united to its body 
to form a new organic nature, each nature can interact reciprocally with 
the other while still maintaining its own properties, even though each has 
lost its own identity as a substance. 

Theodore repudiates the language of the first two forms of mixture 
above as insufficient for explaining the union of Christ’s natures. He sees 
the Apollinarian attempt to define the union as a composite as blasphe- 
mous: “They say, therefore, just as from two natures [i.e., from the soul 
and flesh] one human nature is composed, so from the deity and humani- 
ty there is then composed the one nature of Christ. . . . Of the incontrovert- 
ible simple divinity of Christ, one cannot assert without [committing] a 
monstrous blasphemy that the divinity can be composed into one nature 
along with the assumed human nature.”#° Theodore also signals his out- 
spoken opposition to Apollinaris when he speaks of the union as an 
asunchutos henésis (an unmixed unity) instead of as a mixture. As we shall 
see, he draws his evidence for the unity of Christ’s natures from the New 
Testament, believing that it provides the only adequate language for de- 
scribing, if not formulating, the unity present in the Incarnation. 

Theodore frequently calls the unity of the two natures in Christ a 
sunapheia akribés, that is, an “exact union” or an “accurate or perfect com- 
bination.” He regards it as an indissoluble binding that will last forever: 
“For it is also necessary for us to preserve our knowledge of this indissolu- 
ble union. For never, even for an instant, can this form of a slave be sepa- 
rated from the divine nature which has possessed it.”4! Even though Theo- 
dore insists that the Word was not generated by Mary, he nevertheless 
insists that there is an “exact union” between the Word and Christ’s hu- 
manity. He contends that his way of speaking about the union of the two 
different natures is what is found in Scripture: “(The Word) did not take 
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his beginning from Mary. But those who speak differently [as does Theo- 
dore] about the natures adhere to the Holy Books by teaching about one 
prosdpon because of the ‘exact union’ that has taken place. ”* 

But is this “exact union” of Christ’s two natures a true substantial kind 
of union? Cyril interpreted sunapheia in a Stoic sense as the combination 
of two independent subjects within a moral union.# In her customary 
painstakingly scholarly way, Luise Abramowski has carefully scrutinized 
how the terms sunapheia and asunchutos hendsis were used in the writ- 
ings of the early fathers. She points out that both expressions were used to 
designate the trinitarian and Christological unity.“ She notes, for instance, 
that Tertullian used the former term to affirm the indissoluble unity of Per- 
sons in the Trinity and of the natures in Christ. She also observes that Pope 
Leo’s and the Chalcedonian conciliar wordings reveal a verbal agreement 
with Tertullian, as do Eusebius, Basil, Ambrose, and Gregory of Nazianzen. 
She believes that all of these examples lend credence to the view that 
sunapheia akribés, when used to express the union both between God the 
Father and his Son and between Christ’s two natures, affirms a union that 
is more than an accidental and moral one.** This is also substantiated by 
Theodore’s own reliance on this same phrase to affirm the union between 
the Son and the Father in the Trinity: “so that by His union (sunapheia) 
with His Father, He is known to be the Only-Begotten.”*° The conclusion to 
be drawn from Abramowski’s detailed study is clear: Theodore was em- 
ploying an accepted Christian—not a Stoic—word to express the unmin- 
gled union of Christ’s natures. This is affirmed in a passage where Theo- 
dore rejects a simple moral kind of union between the Word and a mere 
man: “For [my adversaries] do not consider [the fact] that they are dividing 
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up the ‘exact union’ that the one assumed has with the assuming One. For 
if this union is abolished, the assumed one appears to be nothing more 
than a simple man like us.”4” Therefore, Theodore believed that his phrase 
for the union denoted more than a simple juxtaposition of two external na- 
tures, as Cyril would have it.*® 

As we shall see, Theodore’s adversaries judged Theodore’s “exact 
union” in light of what he could and could not affirm about the Word. I 
want at this point simply to underscore that Theodore assumed he was 
holding for a true unity. He was convinced that his own position was fully 
backed up by Scripture: “For just as we are taught about the differences of 
natures by such sayings from divine Scripture, so we also learn of [their] 
union”? as being one, as it often brings together into one the properties of 
both of these natures and speaks [of them] as belonging to one being.” 
He cites as an example of this the universal domination that God has be- 
stowed upon the humanity of Christ because of the union: “For it is clear 
that these [words from John 3:33-35] pertain to that human nature which, 
because of its union to God the Word, received domination over all 
things.”? While it is true that Christ’s human nature possesses this power 


in a functional way, it flows from his unique “exact union” with the Word. 


Theodore’s Understanding of a Pros6pic Union 


Theodore expresses the union of the two natures in Christ in two ways: 
as a union in a common prosdpon and as an “indwelling of good pleasure.” 
I shall discuss the latter in the next chapter, preferring to first understand 
clearly what he means when he says: “But when (John) spoke of those two 
(natures) as one, he was signifying the unity of the person.”>? Theodore 
does not attempt to explain fully the meaning of a prosépic union between 
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Christ’s humanity and his divinity. In his surviving works, he relies upon 
the phrase one prosdépon to formulate this. Francis Sullivan concluded from 
his close analysis of Theodore’s use of prosdpon that it does not denote a 
“person” in the strict philosophical sense: “It seems, rather, simply to be a 
way of saying that the Word and the man together constitute one subject of 
whom one can say what pertains to either of them.”*4 Prosdpon, of course, 
is to be understood in this passage as Christ’s one prosdpon. Sullivan’s 
point, however, is on the mark. But, as we saw in the previous chapters, 
Christ’s human prosdpon, as distinct from his common prosépon, can also 
be understood as a personification of all those who are “corporally” united 
to Christ’s humanity as bodily members to their head. In this sense the 
term prosdpon connotes the harmonious union that God intends for all 
members of Christ’s body, the Church, and all who constitute the body of 
the universe. Norris expresses this well, but in a broader way than he him- 
self intends in regard to Christ’s two natures: for Theodore the term 
prosdpon signifies “the outward manifestation by which one or more con- 
crete ‘natures’ are recognized as an hypostatic, historical, functional, or 
generic “unit.” 

From where does Theodore derive this communal outlook on “person”? 
From what we know of Theodore, he would have sought his understanding 
from Scripture. Bruce Malina and Jerome Neyrey argue that the notion of 
“person” in Saint Paul primarily denotes a communal rather than an indi- 
vidual meaning: “For all of the ‘independence’ claimed for Paul by modern 
Western readers, he presents himself as utterly dependent on group expec- 
tations and the controlling hand of forces greater than the ancestors, 
groups, God. He was a typically group-oriented person.”5° Malina and 
Neyrey are certain, too, that the common cultural practice in Paul’s day 
was to know a person from the way he or she acted: “The rhetorical docu- 
ments of antiquity indicate that ancient Mediterraneans thought much and 
hard about how to approach another self, how to have an impact on other 
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selves, and in the process they gave more than enough indication of what 
they thought those other selves were like. From the documents that have 
come down to us, we can see that the ancients would quite readily agree 
that you can indeed tell a book by its cover. So too you can tell another 
person by the way he or she looks and moves. Thus any intelligent person 
can tell what any other person is like by his or her ‘cover’ as well.”5’ This 
certainly appears to be how Theodore understands prosdpon. 

Whether Malina and Neyrey’s understanding is rightly applied to Theo- 
dore is beside the point here. The question is whether Theodore, in fact, re- 
flects this outlook in Scripture. He does seem to do so in his explanation of 
John’s statement that “the Word became flesh.” Theodore replies: “And it 
is understood that it is the custom of Scripture to denote the whole human 
being by [the term] ‘flesh’; e.g., ‘All flesh will come to you. As he also 
clearly states here ‘He became flesh’ for ‘He came to be in man. For he 
said: ‘he became, because it did not come to be [in the sense] that he was 
changed, but rather that he was believed to have been because of [his] vis- 
ible appearance.”** Theodore is not simply asserting, I believe, that the 
Word becomes human only in the sense that he appears to be human. 
Rather he is affirming that the Word is united to Christ’s humanity in such 
a way that his humanity visibly images the Word’s union with him. But the 
onlookers who judge a person solely on his appearance and activity did not 
recognize this. For, as Theodore affirms, this ability to recognize the pres- 
ence of the Word within Christ’s common prosépon depends on the capac- 
ity of the viewer, doubtless meaning by “capacity” an individual’s graced 
faith vision: “Because the divine nature is not seen in a visible way, He re- 
veals Himself to humans according to the capacity of His viewers. Clearly 
he indicates that by Christ’s coming [to be in his birth from Mary] and, by 
his visibility, He reveals [His] divine nature.”*? 
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The Relationship of an Individual ‘Prosépon’ to the 
Common ‘Prosépon’ of Unity 


When Theodore speaks of a prosdépon for each of the divine and human 
natures and one prosépon for both, he appears to be talking in a confusing, 
nonsensical way. How can each nature possess its own prosdépon as well as 
one common to both? Some insight can be drawn from the distinction that 
Theodore sometimes makes between an “inner” and an “outer” person. All 
recognize an inseparable nexus between the two. The problem that Theo- 
dore faces is that for all human beings except Christ, one’s own prosdpon 
is identical with one’s own hypostasis in the sense that one’s outward per- 
son is also one’s inner person. Theodore cannot affirm that the common 
prosépon is exactly the Word’s own prosdpon or that of Christ’s humanity. 
This would mean that for him there is only one hypostasis; that is, either 
the Word has been transformed into a human being or Christ’s humanity 
has been fully absorbed into the divinity. 

What, then, is this common prosdépon? As our general summary of the 
cultural connotation of prosépon and our observation of how Malina and 
Neyrey understand the meaning of “person” in Paul have suggested, 
prosdpon connotes the external appearance or outward form that expresses 
what pertains or at least ought to pertain to one’s own hypostasis and na- 
ture. Because Theodore is so careful to stress the reality and completeness 
of Christ’s two natures, it follows logically that he must allow each of the 
two natures to possess a possible visible manifestation of itself. So when 
an individual encounters Christ during his earthly life, there is one visible 
appearance for the Word and Christ’s humanity. But because this common 
prosépon acts in divine and human ways, one can discern that this one 
common prosdpon has both a divine and a human prosépon as well as a di- 
vine and a human hypostasis. As the gospel accounts reveal, Christ’s out- 
ward acts point to an inner state where his two natures are inseparably in- 
teracting as one complete visible whole. So understood, Christ’s common 
prosépon can in no way be regarded as truly a new composite. Rather it in- 
dicates the unique relationship that the divine hypostasis of the Logos has 
entered into with Christ’s human nature. As Paul Galtier puts it, “The 
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[common] 7pdow7ov of Christ is thus the ultimate expression of the close 
conjunction which exists between Christ’s humanity and the hypostasis of 
the Logos.”® While Leonard Hodgson believes Nestorius defined prosdpon 
as “the appearance of a thing . . . not as opposed to the thing’s real reality, 
but considered as an objectively real element in its being,”® this explana- 
tion can also apply to what Theodore means by his one prosdépon. 

Galtier believes that the common prosdpon is that of the Word. I think 
some nuance needs to be introduced here, so as to make the definition 
more precise. If I am right, the one prosépon would have to be visible and 
therefore pertain more to the humanity but include the Word’s prosdpon. 
For the Word’s transcendence excludes any visible presentation of the Di- 
vinity as such other than what can be known through his activity. It would 
also be similar to the ways that the prosépon of the Father has revealed it- 
self in the burning bush, in the cloud in the desert, and in the ark, and in 
the way that the prosdpon of the Spirit revealed itself in the dove at Jesus’ 
baptism. In other words, the Word has chosen to reveal himself together 
with Christ’s humanity’s prosdpon in such a way that both inner natures 
can be recognized as present but different. Since Jesus acts visibly in both 
human and divine ways, he must possess a divine as well as a human na- 
ture. As mentioned above, Christ’s own common prosépon can be thought 
of as practically equivalent to Christ’s humanity’s role as the perfect visible 
“image of the invisible God.” 

In his explication of the way Nestorius interpreted the second chapter 
of Philippians, Greer discusses Nestorius’s explanation of how the form of 
God humbly assumes the prosdépon of the servant, and how that of the ser- 
vant is exalted to become the prosdépon of God. Greer shows how Nestorius 
exegetes the passage in light of Genesis 1:26-27 and indicates how Nesto- 
rius has expressed, rather awkwardly, what he means by the prosopic 
union: “the nature of the humanity should become his eikon and his 
prosdpon in such wise that his prosépon is also the prosépon of the 
other. ... The very image and prosdépon [are] the humanity of the divinity 
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and the divinity of the humanity.”® While this makes sense if understood 
in the context of there being a common prosdépon in Christ, Greer brings 
out another important point regarding how prosdpon and “image” are relat- 
ed to each other in Nestorius. He concludes that Nestorius has returned to 
the strictly biblical foundation of the “image of God”—a viewpoint that 
“marks his position as being strikingly original.”®? But, as pointed out in 
Chapter 5, one can argue that this is also Theodore’s own position. I think 
that Nestorius has either derived his view regarding the relationship be- 
tween “image” and prosépon from Theodore directly or has drawn out, as 
I have done, the implications of his thought. 

All of the above indicates, in my opinion, that Theodore’s prosépic 
union ought to be taken in the sense that whoever sees Christ’s visible hu- 
manity sees in the words and miracles of Jesus the presence of the Word 
(as well as that of his Father and his Spirit). As will be made clear in Chap- 
ter 7, Theodore can not only assign divine attributes to Christ because the 
Word and Christ’s humanity share a common prosépon that demonstrates 
an inner unity of natures but can also justify John’s remark (14:9) that the 
one who sees Jesus sees the Father. 


There is no difference, because the one who sees me [Jesus as the Christ] 
sees the Father Himself. For the perfect likeness™ of the two reveals that the 
Father is [present] in me [through my union with the Word]... . In all that 
has been said earlier [and] now in these statements, he clearly makes 
known that [Christ] is speaking about a likeness. For by applying what is 
said equally to himself and [his] Father, he has pointed out the exact like- 
ness in nature [between the Word and His Father]; that is, he is in the Fa- 
ther and the Father in him, whereby the true likeness of both of them can 
be shown to be in each other. . . . [He says]: “the Father works,” in order to 
show that [their] nature is common [and] also [their] words are common 
and moreover [their] works are common. Hence it is evident that I am not 
speaking of my own accord. I am not speaking about (my) deficiency [as a 
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human] but about my exact and inseparable union® [with the Word]. This 
is known especially from the context of what is said. Nevertheless it is not 
surprising that, when he was prepared for (his) Passion and when he was 
saying many things as a human, he passed from these to words that pertain 
to [his] divinity.°° 


This passage indicates that Christ, both as the Word and as man, is truly 
united to the Father, the Word being of the same nature as the Father and 
his human nature being united too to the Father because of his inseparable 
union with the Word. Thus when Christ as the assumed man speaks of be- 
ing truly one with the Father, it is indirectly so because of his direct and 
immediate “exact” union with the Word. Because of the union, Christ can 
speak in a human way and then pass to a divine way of speaking because, 
as we shall see, divine and human attributes can be referred to their com- 
mon prosépon. 

The phrase one prosdpon, therefore, indicates not merely the external 
appearance of Christ as both divine and human but also the perfect interi- 
or communion and sharing between these natures: “Also as regards me, 
know that you do not know me perfectly. For although you may know me 
a great deal in an exterior way, but you do not know me much in regard to 
[my] interior hidden appearance” (159/114). This sharing of the two na- 
tures’ activities in human and divine ways is manifested in the visible way 
Christ’s humanity exercises universal dominion: “For since the divine na- 
ture is invisible to all creatures, the judge ought to be visible for the sake 
of those who are to be judged. For this reason God the Word assumed in an 
appropriate way the man, completing in him the whole economy for our 
salvation and gave to him [the power] to judge, by judging through him in 
order that He who is judging and commanding may be made visible” 
(116/82). It is the Word who is judging through Christ’s visible humanity, 
just as it is the Word who is adored when adoration is shown to Christ’s 
humanity. Theodore expresses the same view when speaking about who is 
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actually performing the miracles that the assumed man performs: “But 
how can these (miracles) show his likeness to the Father or that he is the 
Creator of heaven and earth and all that has come to be? Rather what he 
says is that he was affirming the likeness of his divine nature with the Fa- 
ther. For the assumed man cannot be like to God the Father. But the works 
performed by the man are seen to far surpass the [human] nature of the 
one doing these things. If, therefore, he says that all this power is given 
him, know Who it is Who is in him, seeing that in all this he is not like the 
One who does all that He wants and in the way He wants by His natural 
power” (270/193). This passage demonstrates clearly how Theodore sees 
Christ’s human and divine natures functioning as one prosdpon. 


Analogies of the Union 


To clarify even further how Theodore conceives of the union of Christ’s 
two natures in one prosdpon, we turn now to the three analogies he offers 
to elucidate this union where two different natures can be said to be one. 
First of all, it is important to note that each of the analogies, as we would 
expect, is taken from Scripture and should be interpreted in light of the 
context in which it is found. Our concern here is to determine what specif- 
ic point is being made and whether the three analogies affirm or imply that 
a prosépic union is greater than the presence of a moral and accidental 
union. The three are: that of God in his temple, that of a husband and a 
wife, and that of the soul with its body.®’ One should recall here what The- 
odore says about the meaning of “as” in a comparison: one should attend 
to the specific point that is being examined and not attempt to apply the 
analogy in every detail. 


The Temple 


The first analogy deals with how God is present within his holy temple. 
Theodore is clearly referring here to John 2:19-21. Here John has Jesus af- 
firming that he will raise up the temple that is his body in three days. As 
he consistently does, Theodore uses this Johannine passage to demonstrate 
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that since the union of Christ’s two natures is forever, the Word is still in- 
separably united with his humanity at death: “Through these words, he 
shows the difference between the Word and what was destroyed. For the 
latter is the temple and the former is the One who dwells there.... And 
God the Word is not in the temple for only a short time and does not dwell 
in him then from time to time. No! He has never been separated from this 
temple, which has an ineffable union with the One dwelling in him.” 
Theodore, in fact, insists that there is no union closer than the Word’s in- 
dwelling within his temple, so much so that they have the same will and 
operation: “For by being conjoined to God the Word according to the mode 
of good pleasure, as we have stated, that temple that has been born of the 
Virgin’s womb remained undivided, having the same will and same opera- 
tion with him in all things, [a union] than which nothing can be more con- 
joined.”© 

The fathers at the Council of Constantinople II condemned Theodore 
on the grounds that this analogy indicates that he regarded Christ and the 
Word to be two separate beings. It is hard to take such a charge seriously 
as John the Evangelist employs it. As Facundus of Hermiane, who wrote a 
defense of Theodore in the sixth century, points out, other fathers have 
employed the same analogy, and even Cyril approved of it: “But (Theo- 
dore) confesses that the One dwelling in him also [does so] as in a 
temple. .. . because we arrive at knowledge of the Divinity through the hu- 
manity of Christ. His humanity is mentioned first with the Divinity 
dwelling in [His] temple. Paul of Emesa spoke thus: ‘See John preaching 
two natures and one Son, one the tabernacle and the other in the taberna- 
cle; one the temple and the other who dwells [there], God. Therefore if the 
venerable Ibas is blamed because in his epistle he first spoke about the 
temple and the one indwelling [there], the blessed Cyril ought also to be 
blamed because he praised the sermon of the aforementioned Bishop Paul 
who spoke first about the tabernacle and the temple, and later about the 
One in the tabernacle and God who dwells in the temple.” This shows 
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that it is not the reference to the temple that is objectionable but the way 
Theodore’s adversaries interpreted it to mean that he regards Christ as a 
separate individual from the Word. Theodore’s point is simply to empha- 
size the inseparable union between the Word and the assumed man that 
continued even when Christ in the flesh died on the cross. The same can 
be said of the charge that Theodore holds that Christ gua human is adored. 


Husband and Wife 


Theodore’s second analogy likens the union of Christ’s natures to that 
between a husband and his wife. The context for understanding its mean- 
ing are three Scriptural passages: Genesis 2:22-24, in which Eve is said to 
be taken from the side of Adam with the two becoming one flesh; Matthew 
19:5-6, in which a man and his wife are said to be one flesh whose union 
should not be severed because God has joined them together; and Eph- 
esian 5:31-32, in which Paul compares the mystery of Christ’s union with 
his Church to the union of a husband and his wife. The point that Theo- 
dore is making in this analogy is that there can be two in a permanent uni- 
ty that is more than a moral union. First, the analogy appears in general to 
suggest, granted Paul’s view of marriage mirroring Christ’s relationship to 
his Church, a union suggesting an apparent “physical” dimension that is 
also permanent and indissoluble, as a marriage is meant to be. 

The analogy seems based on Genesis 2:22-23. If so, Theodore’s point is 
not how a husband and wife are one flesh in sexual intercourse but how 
Adam and Eve both share one nature and can be considered one body, giv- 
en that she has been fashioned from Adam’s body. They are in one sense 
one but in another two: “It is thus evident what befits the union. For 
through this (union), [Christ’s] natures that have been bound together con- 
stitute one prosépon in accordance with the union. Just as what the Lord 
said about a man and his wife, that ‘they are no longer two but one flesh, 
we would also ourselves say in a similar way in regard to the term ‘union, 
so that there are no longer two prosépa but one, with their two natures 
positively distinguished. For just as his assertion there that there is one 
flesh does not exclude the number two—for it is evident that they are for 
the [same] reason said to be one—so here also the unity of the prosdpon 
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does not exclude the distinction of the natures.””! Theodore uses this anal- 
ogy, then, to emphasize how two different realities can be said to form a 
unity on a different level and how the prosépa of the human and divine na- 
tures, while two, can still be united within one prosdpon, as Adam and 
Eve, while two, are also one body. 


The Soul/Body Analogy 


The third analogy compares the union of Christ’s natures to that be- 
tween the soul and its body. This is the most interesting and revealing of 
Theodore’s analogies. Theodore probably bases this analogy on Romans 
7:14-23, where Paul speaks about the conflict between the body and its 
soul or, as the following passage suggests, also from experience or general 
knowledge: “We have appealed to sufficient arguments about the soul and 
knowledge [about it] to [confirm] the truth of what is being sought. We 
seek to show here only this (truth). Nevertheless we also show abundant- 
ly that we make known not simply the distinction of natures from the 
Scriptures but also the significance of the body and the rational soul [for 
our inquiry].””? Whether or not this is the source of the analogy, there are 
two separate issues here. The first is Theodore’s willingness to use this 
analogy to show (as in the previous analogy) how two natures can be con- 
sidered different on one level and yet truly one on another. The second and 
more significant issue concerns how the soul interacts with its body. This 
provides insight into how the Word interacts with the assumed man in 
their common prosdpon. This second purpose will be discussed at length in 
Chapter 7, for it deals with the kind of union Theodore envisions between 
Christ’s natures. At present, we want to focus on how the soul and its body 
can be both affirmed as two and yet truly one. 

Granted there are serious weaknesses in applying this analogy. For in- 
stance, the soul and the body are incomplete natures, whereas Christ’s na- 
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tures are complete. Also, the soul comes into existence by necessity at the 
same time as its body, whereas the Word preexists from all eternity the 
birth of Christ’s humanity and has also freely entered into this union. The- 
odore, moreover, opposes Apollinaris’s use of the analogy to explain philo- 
sophically the organic unity of Christ’s natures. The analogy, like all alalo- 
gies, is less than perfect. As with the other two analogies, the point here is 
to show that, just as the soul and its body are two different (incomplete) 
natures yet form one person, so are Christ’s divine and human natures two 
different natures but at the same time one on the level of their union. This 
makes logical sense as long as one stays close to the point of comparison 
and does not attempt to explain it metaphysically. For, as Theodore recog- 
nized, the analogy ought not to be interpreted to signify that a “new” na- 
ture has resulted from the union. Moreover, as the divine nature is truly 
simple and incapable of being limited in any way, Theodore could not ad- 
mit an organic, natural binding, as Apollinarius earlier proposed. 

From what we have seen, Theodore understood prosdpon to signify 
how a person externally manifests who he or she is inwardly. Because a 
person has to be inwardly and outwardly—for this is one and the same 
person—every hypostasis must have its own prosépon, except in the 
unique instance of Christ, who has two natures. Theodore therefore rea- 
sons that because the Word cannot be seen in a visible way, it stands to 
reason that Christ’s humanity’s prosépon must share with the divine nature 
a common prosépon. This common prosdépon describes the Christ portrayed 
in the New Testament accounts as “the one and the same” who acts in di- 
vine and human ways, but with the added notion that his exterior appear- 
ance and actions also reveal who he is inwardly—as one who is divine as 
well as human. 

If one understands Christ’s common prosdépon in this way, then we can 
contend that it is equivalent to Theodore’s understanding of Christ as the 
visible “image of God.” When we apply the roles that Christ’s humanity 


? 


plays as “God’s image,” we can expand our understanding of how Theo- 
dore understands the one prosépon of Christ. His humanity not only re- 
veals the existence of the Word dwelling within him but also binds all cre- 


ation to his humanity as a head does to its body, for all creatures share in 
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his spiritual and bodily nature as a human being. This insight shows that 
the term prosépon also signifies that a person is more than an individual. It 
also suggests that a “person” has essential relationships to others. In other 
words, Theodore does not consider a person a self-subsisting individual in 
the metaphysical sense of a subject of his or her attributes and operations. 
Rather, he understands the term as the ways a person is known by his or 
her actions within a communal “body” or “bodies” to which he or she is 
essentially related. This is true too of the Trinity, whose Persons are known 
from the ways they relate to one another internally and the ways that each 
is portrayed economically as acting in Scripture. 

The phrase “one prosdpon” is also meant to express why Christ’s hu- 
manity can be the recipient of adoration because of his “exact” union with 
the Word. Divine worship is shown to Christ’s humanity insofar as it im- 
ages and manifests the Word’s own prosdpon. Since a prosépon presuppos- 
es a hypostasis—in this case, the Word’s—adoration is offered to the 
Word’s divine triune nature through adoration shown to the common 
prosépon. There is, in fact, only one adoration, because Christ’s humanity 
is essentially related to the Word in an inseparable and “exact” union, just 
as the body organically manifests its inner soul, since both constitute one 
person. This functioning of the two natures as one now needs to be dis- 
cussed at greater length. For, just as the phrase one prosdpon suggests how 
the assumed man and the assuming One function outwardly in human and 
divine ways as one, it also clearly denotes how Christ’s two natures func- 
tion internally as one. Theodore expresses this unity as an “indwelling of 
good pleasure as in God’s Son.” 
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7. THE WORD’S “INDWELLING OF 
GOOD PLEASURE’ 


N THE PRECEDING CHAPTER I tried to show how The- 
odore’s phrase the one prosdpon sums up the visible 
ways that Christ’s divine and human natures are por- 

trayed in the New Testament accounts as acting as one in hu- 
man and divine ways. The question now to be faced is, what 
does Theodore mean by the “exact union” of two natures in 
one prosépon? When pressed to explain, Theodore expressly 
denies that it can be either a substantial or a purely moral, op- 
erational kind of union.'! He delineates it rather in biblical 
terms as an “indwelling of good pleasure as in the Son.” 
While he seems to have deliberately excluded any metaphysi- 
cal kind of explanation by rejecting both a substantial and an 
operational kind of union, his reply nevertheless has to be ap- 
plicable to some philosophical category of union. As his ad- 
versaries have pointed out, his own manner of assigning pred- 


1. This passage is found in Book VII of Theodore’s De Incarnatione. 
The present text is found in TEP 2:293-95. 
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icates to Christ’s two natures and his common prosépon provides a key to 
what he has in mind here. 

I begin by ascertaining the source of Theodore’s statement that the 
Word’s union with Christ’s human nature is an “indwelling of good pleas- 
ure as in the Son,” so as to establish the context. I then look at what The- 
odore means when he speaks about the Word as the “Son of God by na- 
ture” and the assumed man as the “Son by grace,” and the roles the Spirit 
plays both in the union of Christ’s natures and in Christ’s earthy life. Next 
I discuss how the Christian philosopher and theologian Nemesius, a con- 
temporary of Theodore, can help us understand Theodore’s analogy be- 
tween the functional union of the Word and the assumed man and that of 
a soul and its body. Finally I analyze how and why Theodore assigns at- 
tributes to each of Christ’s natures and to the common prosépon—in other 
words, what is Theodore’s equivalent to the classical communicatio id- 
iomatum. This will prepare us for Chapters 8 and 9, where we will apply 
the insights derived from earlier chapters to reassess the excerpts cited at 
Constantinople II as grounds for condemning Theodore and his works. 


An Inhabitation of Good Pleasure 


As discussed in the previous chapter, Theodore adopts the phrase “one 
prosdpon” as the best way to express the union of Christ’s two natures. 
When challenged to expand upon this union, Theodore turned, as one 
would expect, to Scripture for the terms and the ideas that best describe 
his view of the union. While it is hard to fault Theodore for resorting to 
Scripture, I am sympathetic to those who are convinced that his scriptural 
answer must ultimately be reduced to an ontological kind of union. This is, 
in fact, what the council fathers and most subsequent theologians have at- 
tempted ever since to demonstrate. They rely upon a passage from his 
work On the Incarnation as the best indication of his thought. Theodore 
expressly denies there that Christ’s two natures can be joined in a substan- 
tial unity: “Therefore one can say that it is neither by substance nor by op- 
eration that the Divine has made a dwelling.”? For a substantial union 


2. Swete, in TEP, believes the De Incarnatione must be assigned either to the earliest 
years of Theodore’s episcopate or to his earlier life at Tarsus (2:290). He relies upon the 
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would mean to him that the transcendent divinity can be limited to a spe- 
cific location—an impossibility because he is present in all reality as its 
Creator. In his letter to Domnus, Theodore offers an additional reason. A 
substantial union occurs between two realities each possessing the same 
substance—a condition that does not apply here. For Christ’s divine and 
human natures are wholly different substances: “Why is there need [to 
say] more? The reason for a union according to substance truly applies 
only [in the case of those natures that have] the same substances but is 
false in [the case of] those having another substance.”> In other words, 
since Christ’s two natures are substantially different from each other, they 
can be said to be two natures but not two in fact belonging to the same 
kind of nature. Analogously, we can speak of two apples, but these are not 
two in the same way that an apple and a pear are two kinds of fruit. 

On the Incarnation also rejects an operational union of Christ’s two na- 
tures. For God’s power is present everywhere. But in his letter to Domus, 
Theodore appears to contradict this: “But by preserving the two natures un- 
confused and undivided, the kind of union according to ‘good pleasure’ af- 
firms one person for both, as well as one will and one operation together 
with one authority and absolute rule.”* If the Word is united to Christ’s hu- 
manity in a union of “one will and one operation together with one author- 
ity and absolute rule,” this kind of union would seem to place Theodore in 
a dilemma: either it must be an accidental one—which Theodore’s critics 
are convinced is his actual position—or his acceptance of one operation in 
the union indicates that he holds for one resulting nature in the union, that 
of the Word. While I shall discuss this question more thoroughly later, suf- 
fice it to say that he appears to be asserting here that the divine and human 
wills, while still two, fuse into one within the common prosdépon. As we 
shall also see, Theodore believes that the union he is proposing is more 
than an operational one and yet not a strictly organic one, which would oc- 


passage that Facundus (PL 67:321) cites from Theodore’s introduction to his De Apolli- 
nario et ejus Heresi: “We have written the codex De Incarnatione Domini thirty years ago 
containing up to 15,000 lines in which work we have examined throughout the failures of 
Arius and Eunomius in this regard and also the vain presumption of Apollinaris.” 

3. Theodore, PG 66:1013. 

4. TEP 2:295-96. 
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cur if there is only one resulting nature, the divine. But, as pointed out in 
the previous chapter, Theodore approaches the problem of the union of 
Christ’s two natures not from any metaphysical perspective but from the ex- 
istential way that Christ is presented in the Gospels as appearing to act as 
one “person” both outwardly and inwardly. His is a functional approach 
that presumes the presence of a true unity underlying the operational unity. 

Theodore is aware in On the Incarnation of the need to state that the 
union of Christ’s natures is more than an accidental one, because if the 
union occurs solely on the level of God’s benevolent will, this would be 
similar to God’s union with the saints. So, as an alternative to his rejection 
of both a substantial and an operational union, Theodore chooses to de- 
scribe it as “an indwelling of good pleasure.” But what kind of union is 
this, if it is neither substantial nor operational? It would appear to be in- 
controvertible, metaphysically speaking, that the union has to be either one 
or the other. His adversaries are confident that this becomes clear when he 
explains his “indwelling of good pleasure” as occurring “as in a son.” For 
he immediately speaks about how Christ can be said to share in the honors 
of the Word. When this view is taken together with his many other state- 
ments affirming that the assumed man and the Word each act in accor- 
dance with their natures, his response appears to justify the conclusion 
that the graced union of Christ’s two natures differs not in a radical way 
but only in an superior degree of grace and honor from that existing be- 
tween God and his saints. Such an interpretation as this makes sense as 
long as the excerpts used to condemn Theodore are examined wholly apart 
from their own wider contexts and his overall theological synthesis. 


The Meaning of the Term “Indwelling” 


As all admit, Theodore chooses the word “indwelling” so as to stay 
close to Scripture. He prefers to use a biblical, descriptive word present in 
John and Paul rather than a metaphysical term, as Cyril’s does with hy- 
postasis. For instance, Theodore notes that John, immediately after assert- 
ing that “The Word became flesh” (John 1:14) describes this union as an 
“indwelling.” John’s intention here was to prevent misinterpretation, ac- 
cording to Theodore. “How, then, does the indwelling Word of God become 
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flesh? It is evident that He has not been changed [into another nature] or 
translated [from one place to another]. Otherwise he would not also have 
said ‘to indwell’”>® Theodore readily concedes that the word “indwelling” 
can be understood in different ways: “They should know that because the 
term ‘inhabitation’ is a universal, it does not indicate a particular kind of 
inhabitation.... For [example,] because a human being shares in the 
name of a living being, [it does] not [follow that] he is an ass, a bull, a 
sheep, a lion, a wolf (or bear), and a reptile, with whom a human being 
also shares [the designation as an animal]. [Each] is viewed as being one 
[species of a genus] but the understanding of each by itself is likewise also 
preserved.”° For Theodore, his term is a specific kind of “indwelling.” 

Theodore specifies that the kind of “indwelling” he means is one of di- 
vine “good pleasure” or, perhaps better rendered in English, divine “benev- 
olence.” As such, it conveys the idea that a person is well pleased with an- 
other and does something explicitly to express that good will: “by good 
pleasure God is distant from some, and near to others. . . . For He becomes 
[close] by being very well disposed to those who are worthy of this near- 
ness, and again far from those who sin.”’ In other words, a union of “good 
pleasure” essentially expresses God’s own benevolent will for those who 
lovingly do his will. God manifests his good pleasure for Christ by uniting 
his humanity to his Son, the Word, so that they both become one: “But God 
the Word dwelt [within him] from [the very moment of his] fashioning in 
the womb of [his] mother, an inhabitation not according to a common in- 
habitation nor according to that grace understood [to be bestowed] on 
many, but according to a certain excelling (grace) whereby we say both na- 
tures are also united as one; and one person is brought about in accordance 
with a union of one.”® The Word’s indwelling within Christ’s human nature 
is therefore a special graced honor exceeding that shown to the saints, be- 
cause his human nature is inseparably united with the Word’s nature. 

In addition, Theodore understands that the word “indwelling” also ex- 
cludes the idea of a union where Christ’s natures are mixed: “By what we 


5. Facundus has preserved this passage from Theodore. It is found in PL 67:762. 
6. TFS, fol. 2a/35. 7. TEP 2:295. 
8. Ibid., 2:307-8. 
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have said up to this point, we manifest the strength and excellence of the 
church’s doctrine and speak aptly of an ‘indwelling’ From the very words 
of Scripture we have capably shown that we are repeating what was previ- 
ously said—that we rightly retain the word ‘unity’ and again reject the 
word ‘mixture.’”°® Theodore is reacting here against the Apollinarian inter- 
pretation of how “the Word became flesh.” For if it is true that the Word 
has supplanted Christ’s rational soul (nous), then this mixture of the hu- 
man with the divine would be a hybrid. For Theodore, Apollinaris clearly 
interprets the Word’s becoming human in much too literal a way: “John 
clearly says here: ‘He became flesh’ instead of ‘He came to be in a human 
being.’ For he said: ‘He became. He did not come to be [in the sense] that 
He was changed, but that He was believed to have been in appearance.” I 
quoted this passage earlier, when examining how Christ’s humanity serves 
as God’s true visible “image” and forms one common prosdépon with the 
Word’s prosdpon. Theodore’s primary point here is to reject the opinion of 
those who—he believes—cling literally to the view that Christ’s humanity 
has been changed into the divine so that the Word has actually appeared in 
a visible way. Theodore insists that Christ’s humanity visibly images the 
invisible Word. His visible appearance reveals God: “For it is impossible 
here on earth to see God.”” 

If the Word has not been changed in his nature, how then does the 
phrase “indwelling as in a s/Son” help to explain the union? As empha- 
sized in Chapter 2, on Theodore’s exegesis, he consults all other passages 
containing the same words to see to what extent they can provide him in- 
sight. So when Theodore elaborates on how the divine good pleasure lav- 
ished upon Christ’s humanity differs from that shown to the saints, he 


9. TFS, fol. 10b/44. 

10. TJA, 33-34/23. Later in this passage, Theodore indicates the dates when he 
wrote his Commentary on John’s Gospel and his work On the Incarnation: “If you 
earnestly want to learn more about this, you may go to the volume that we wrote about 
the human nature of Christ and then be accurately instructed concerning this verse as 
well as the whole subject treated there.” When taken with Theodore’s comment in his De 
Apollinario et ejus Heresi (noted in note 2 above), this means that John’s Commentary 
was probably written in the 410s to 420s and On the Incarnation in the 380s to 390s. 

11. Ibid., 39/27. 
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notes that this phrase is to be taken as it is “understood by Scripture in the 
customary way it has been confirmed there.”!? We find four passages in the 
New Testament where the words “indwelling,” “good pleasure,” and 
“Son,” occur together: John’s prologue, the accounts of Jesus’ baptism and 
transfiguration, and Colossians 1:15-20 and 2:9-10. The last citation is par- 
ticularly interesting, as we saw in Chapters 4 and 5, because Christ qua 
man is affirmed to be the “beloved Son” (Col. 1:13) who is the “image of 
God” (Col. 1:15), who is before all things and in whom all are bound to- 
gether (1:17) and in whom (2:9) all the pleréma of the divinity dwells bod- 
ily (sématikés).¥ 


“An Indwelling as in His Son” 


When Theodore speaks of the “indwelling of good pleasure” as being 
“in His Son” (wc €v vi@),'4 the latter phrase can be translated in two equal- 
ly correct ways. Since there is no Greek article before the noun “son,” it is 
ordinarily translated in a generic sense, meaning “a son,” which is how 
Kevin McNamara and Francis Sullivan have taken it.'> But the article can 
also be omitted before a proper noun, in which case, we would read Theo- 
dore here as referring to the “Son of God.” This is how Luise Abramowski 
understands it, translating the phrase “as in His true Son.”!° The first inter- 
pretation is difficult to make sense of in the context at hand, as witnessed 
by the relative silence of McNamara and Sullivan on this point. 

Fortunately, we have a fragment from Theodore’s On the Incarnation 
that indicates that the latter translation is the preferred one: “Therefore 
(the sacred writer) did not affirm that ‘He spoke to us in the [the Greek ar- 


12. TEP 2:294. The allusion may be to Matt. 11:25 and Luke 10:21, where Jesus prais- 
es his Father’s gracious will for having chosen to reveal imself to the childlike. 

13. In K6ster’s Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, abridged by Geoffrey W. 
Bromiley, Bromiley suggests an interpretation that can apply to Theodore’s outlook on 
Christ’s humanity: “The sématikds in this statement denotes the corporeality in which 
God encounters us in our world, i.e., the real humanity of Jesus, not a humanity that is 
a mere cloak for deity” (1147). 

14. TEP 2:296. 

15. Kevin McNamara, “Theodore and the Nestorian Heresy,” Irish Theological Quar- 
terly, part 2 (April 1953): 176-79; Sullivan, Christology of Theodore, 245-47. 

16. Abramowski, “Zur Theologie Theodors,” 293. 


183 


ticle expressed] Son’ but ‘in a [without the article] Son’ What is said ab- 
solutely [the latter case] could signify both [meanings] in this case, first of 
all, signifying the real Son. I call the true Son the One possessing Sonship 
by natural generation and also secondarily the one receiving it by designa- 
tion who also shares the dignity because of his union with the Word.”!’ 
Theodore repeats the same idea in his commentary on the letter to the He- 
brews: “Therefore, he did not say: ‘He spoke to us as in a son, but ‘in the 
Son. For what is affirmed in an unconditional way can signify both [the 
specific and the unspecific] by the same [phrase].”!® Theodore is even 
more explicit in connecting the idea of Christ’s true sonship to his union 
with the Word, writing “because of his union to God the Word, he is hon- 
ored as the true Son by all human beings.”!? It is clear from all this that 
when Theodore speaks of an indwelling ac¢ év uta, he intends the phrase in 
question to be translated “as in His true Son.” For it is because the human- 
ity of Christ is united by nature to the Word that he also shares in the 
Word’s sonship, as Theodore understands it. It is somewhat similar to the 
way that those united to the human body of Christ can share in the immor- 
tality that he now enjoys in heaven. 

The excerpt from On the Incarnation that speaks of “the indwelling of 
good pleasure as in His true Son” ends after Theodore affirms at some 
length that Christ as the Son shares in the honors of the Word. We can gain 
further insight into its meaning by interpreting it in light of Colossians 1-2. 
Christ is affirmed here to be the Son who is the “visible image” of God in 
whom “all the divine fullness (pleréma) was pleased to dwell” (Col. 1:19) 
and whom “the whole fullness (pleréma) dwells in a bodily way” (Col. 
2:9). Applying these affirmations to Theodore’s statement that God’s “good 


17. TEP 2.303. 

18. Ibid. Theodore also uses this phrase as specifying Christ as the Son of God who 
shares in the Word’s honors: “When he says likewise (in the Letter) to the Hebrews: ‘He 
spoke to us in the [the article omitted] Son whom He appointed the heir of all’ . . . he is 
clearly speaking about the human being whose words we have also heard ... but He 
passes over to the divinity to confirm thereby the greatness of these things and again re- 
turns to the humanity, speaking in that part of the epistle about all things as though [pro- 
ceeding] from one [person].” TEP 1:272-73. 

19. TJA, 350/351. 


184 


pleasure” differs in the case of Christ in the flesh from God’s graced pres- 
ence in the saints “as in His true Son,” Theodore is declaring that God’s 
“good pleasure” toward Christ qua human differs radically in the way God 
manifests his pleasure to all others. For Christ’s humanity alone has re- 
ceived the entire divine pleréma because of his “exact” union with the 
Word of God. This indicates a totally radical difference in kind, not in de- 
gree, from even the greatest grace that any saint has ever received. 

The assumed man, therefore, surpasses even the greatest of saints be- 
cause his humanity alone has received the divine plerédma. All others par- 
ticipate in his pleréma but in a limited way, depending upon what graces 
the assumed man, together with the Spirit, has apportioned them. All who 
are baptized become children of God but are not sons and daughters in the 
unique way that Christ is the true Son: “For the entire grace of the Spirit 
has been given to me, because I am joined to God the Word and have re- 
ceived true Sonship. For the grace that is [present] in me and to me, a lim- 
ited portion will come upon you in order that you too may also be called 
children of God, although you are far removed from the honor bestowed on 
me as the Son... . This cannot happen to you, as you can acquire a small 
share—but one not at all equal to mine” (297-98/213). Christ gua man 
also differs from all others in that he has been gifted with supreme power 
over all creation: “That he is in his human nature truly much more excep- 
tional than John [the Baptist] is clear both from his overwhelming power 
and from his union with God the Word, whereby he is elevated not only 
over all human beings but over all creatures” (44/31). 

From what we have seen in the chapters regarding Christ’s humanity’s 
salvific roles as head of the Church and the universe, Theodore maintains 
that Christ qua man is fully present in both: “He also calls the church and 
indeed the universe to be the ‘pleréma of God, insofar as he is in every- 
thing and is fully in everything.” This makes sense if Christ’s humanity is 
regarded as the head of a quasi-organic union and is far superior to all oth- 
ers, as the head is to the members of its body. In the previous chapters, I 
showed how his humanity alone serves uniquely as the sole mediating 
bond providing all other creatures access to God. Those, therefore, who re- 
gard Theodore’s “indwelling of good pleasure as in His Son” as not suffi- 
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ciently affirming how Christ in the flesh differs from the saints are judging, 
it seems, the passage at hand outside its scriptural context and Theodore’s 
general theological framework regarding the roles of Christ’s humanity in 


salvation. 


Christ as the Son of God by Grace 


If Theodore holds that Christ is a true Son of God, why does he distin- 
guish between the Word as the “Son of God by nature” and Christ’s hu- 
manity as “His Son by grace”? Theodore seems to be offering here clear 
proof that he does hold for two separate individuals. His guarded distinc- 
tion appears to make his assumed man an adopted child of God, like those 
who are united to his body. It is true that they receive only a small portion 
of the graces that he has fully obtained by his sinless life, but he, like them, 
is in the last analysis only a son “by grace.” Only the Word is truly God’s 
Son by nature. Nonetheless, despite his clarification Theodore does insist 
that “Because of his union to God the Word, Christ is honored as a true 
Son by all human beings” (350/251). In fact, the reason why Theodore 
thinks Christ can be said to be a true Son of God is the fullness of grace be- 
stowed on his nature because of his union with the Word: “For the entire 
grace of the Spirit has been given to me, because I am joined to God the 
Word and have received true Sonship. For the grace that is [present] in 
me and to me, a small portion will come upon you in order that you may 
also be called children of God” (297-98/213). This reception of the entire 
divine pleréma appears to be an early Pauline way of expressing Christ’s 
divinity. 

Theodore maintains that Christ in the flesh can truly regard God as his 
Father because of his humanity’s shared “exact union” with the Word who 
is the Father’s Son by nature: “Whence on account of the participation in 
the nature [that he shares], he says: ‘my Father and your Father and my 
God and your God’; he has distinguished, however, his own person [the 
Syriac word for prosdpon] from these others, indicating the more excellent 
grace that he received whereby he is honored by all as the true Son on ac- 
count of having been united to God the Word” (350/251). Of course, Theo- 
dore refers to the assumed man as a true Son of God by grace because of 
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his need to keep Christ’s two natures both intact and integral. Moreover, he 
cannot agree to any substantial unity between the Creator and a creature. 
Thus his stumbling block is how to justify a created human nature, even 
one so exalted as Christ’s, being united in a direct way to an uncreated na- 
ture: “For it is not possible that the one who has come to be [can] be like 
that One who is from all eternity, because it is not possible that the one 
who has a beginning be like One existing from all eternity” (251/181). The- 
odore recognizes that the union can be accomplished only in an existential 
functional way because a unique grace from the Spirit makes it possible for 
Christ’s humanity to function as one with the Word and to share in the at- 
tributes of the Word’s nature, as the body does in the power and achieve- 
ments of its soul. Before developing this point, we need to consider how 
not only the Word but His Spirit dwells within the assumed man. 


The Indwelling of the Holy Spirit 


Following Scripture, Theodore sees that the Holy Spirit plays two im- 
portant roles in Christ’s life: first, it enables Christ’s human nature to be 
united to the Word at the Incarnation, and second, it leads and assists 
Christ in the flesh throughout his earthly life in being faithful to his union 
with the Word and in his roles as the mediator of graces to those who are 
united to him as a head to its body. First, Theodore holds that for Christ’s 
humanity to be uniquely joined to the Word at the initial moment of his 
conception, the Spirit had to be involved. For it is not in the nature of 
Christ in the flesh to be united to God the Word. He needs the Spirit’s me- 
diation for the union to take place.*? Theodore has doubtless reasoned to 
this from Luke’s testimonial (1:35) of Jesus’ birth, where the Spirit is said 
to have overshadowed Mary, so that the one born from her will be called 
the Son of God. While the Holy Spirit’s assistance is required for Christ’s 
humanity to be united to the Word, it is because of his union with the only 
begotten Son of God that Christ in the flesh can be called the Son of God 
and the sole mediator of the graces for those whom the Spirit regenerates 


«ce 


at baptism: “‘Christ in the flesh’ is the first one to be generated in the Spir- 


20. See THC, 82/83; CH 4:5. 
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it and, because of the Spirit’s mediation, is united to the only begotten, 
from whom he has obtained the true dignity of Sonship and communicates 
to us the gift of the Spirit by whom we are also regenerated and are enu- 
merated among His children according to the measure of each one’s 
virtue.” Christ in the flesh is alone the true Son directly and immediately 
by the grace of his union and all others indirectly and mediately by the 
graces uniting them as living members to Christ as their head. 

Theodore realized that the Spirit actively assisted in Christ’s human life 
in three additional ways: through the supportive graces the Spirit provided 
Christ’s humanity during his earthly life, through the Spirit’s glorification 
of Christ’s humanity at the resurrection, and through the Spirit’s empower- 
ment of Christ to rule over all of creation. Theodore summarizes the Spir- 
it’s activity in Christ’s life as recounted in the Gospels: “For it is stated: ‘He 
was being led by the Spirit’ Clearly this signifies that he was being ruled 
by him, strengthened by him for the power [to realize his] plans, led by 
him to what he ought [to accomplish], taught by him about what was 
right, bolstered by him in his thoughts so as to prevail in his vigorous 
struggle [against inordinate passions].”** The Spirit is, moreover, fully re- 
sponsible for the power Christ gua man exercises over all of creation: “So 
it is fitting that he mentioned [here] the Spirit. For it was through him that 
he has received union, rebirth, and domination over all.”?? For his own 
part, Christ freely responded to these graces with exactitude: “After (Christ 
in the flesh) received the whole perfect grace at [his] anointing, he led 
[his] life in extreme exactness, in a way that human nature could not ac- 
complish [on its own]” (296-97/212). The Spirit also plays a determining 
role in uniting the baptized to Christ. The Spirit empowers the members of 
Christ’s body, the Church, to be joined to him as their head in a “natural 
union”: “The assumed man now became the principle of all goods for all 
humans because of what has been fulfilled in him. All of us are going to 
share these, whether in [our] resurrection or in [our] ascension into heav- 
en or in the kingdom or in glory. ... And henceforth the congregation of 
[all] believers is also [to be] called the body of Christ and each one of us is 
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a member of it and he is the head of all of us because by the power of the 
Spirit we receive, as it were, a natural union with him” (296-97/212). 

One final point needs to be made about the role of the Spirit in the 
earthly life of Christ. When Theodore speaks of the indwelling of the Spir- 
it in Christ and in others, he qualifies this as he has done in asserting that 
the Word dwells within the humanity of Christ. There cannot be a substan- 
tial union between a divine and a human nature. Just as Christ is Son by 
grace, so also those who receive the Spirit are not united to the Spirit as a 
divine Person but are the recipients simply of his graces: “Then we also 
understand by this that the ‘Holy Spirit’ many times does not designate the 
Person [geném4d, the Syriac word for hypostasis] of the Holy Spirit and his 
nature but rather his operation and his grace” (162/115). 


The Prosopic Union of Two Concrete Natures 


Theodore is confronted with two difficult problems: how to maintain 
the full integrity of each of Christ’s divine and human natures in a true uni- 
ty, and how to explain the manner whereby the Word’s divine nature and 
Christ’s created human nature actually function together. First, because he 
insists that both the divine and the human nature are real, concrete, and 
freely able to exercise their powers, Theodore’s adversaries accused him of 
holding for two sons and two lords. He denies this emphatically: “Because 
we speak about two natures, we are not forced to say that there are two 
lords or two sons. This would be naiveté in the extreme. For what has 
made all those who are two to be one in some way but one in another way 
does not destroy the distinction of (their) natures. Nor does this distinction 
between natures contradict the fact they are one.”** For instance, that the 
fathers liked to point out that there are three Persons in the Trinity does not 
preclude their possessing one divine nature. 

In the previous chapter, we saw that Theodore argued that two realities 
can exist independently on one level but be one on a different level. While 
this is generally true, how can the simple divine nature that cannot be lim- 


24. THC, 206/207; CH 8:14. I have relied primarily on the French translation, as the 
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ited be joined to a creature? “For the nature of God the Word which is sim- 
ple and simply not able to be contaminated cannot be composed.”*5 How 
then do these two natures, each with its own hypostasis, interact in a way 
that they can be said to be existing in a true union, and what kind of union 
can this be? We can discover an answer in the analogy likening the union 
of Christ’s two natures to that between the soul and its body. The follow- 
ing passage speaks directly to these questions. 


If then God the Word in His nature is the perfect Son of God, He is so by 
[eternal] generation from [His] Father. Therefore the one who does not 
share this [divine] nature is not so named by reason of his very own person 
[the Syriac equivalent of prosdpon] by itself, but is endowed with the name 
of the Son of God because of his exact union with God the Word. And what 
is said of God the Word is also clearly understood of the one assumed, even 
though he has been made perfect. And we are not forced because of this to 
say “two sons.” For the soul and its body are two natures and are not like 
each other. This is evident, and these [heretics] also acknowledge [this]: 
namely, if the two natures [of soul and body] which are assumed are not 
like each other or like God the Word who has assumed [them], neither do 
they of themselves constitute another person [Syriac word for prosépon] be- 
cause of their union with God the Word.*® 


But how, then, do these two natures function in a true way as one? 


Nemesius’s Explanation 


Robert Arnou and Kevin McNamara have called attention to the close 
similarity in language and thought between Theodore and Nemesius re- 
garding the union of the soul and its body.?’ It is easy to establish a con- 
vincing connection. Nemesius was a Christian philosopher and a theolo- 
gian who wrote at or near Antioch in the second half of the fourth century 
and doubtless alludes to Theodore in his own classical work On Human 
Nature, even though he couched his criticism in a restrained, respectful 


25. Facundus of Hermiane, PL 67:755. 

26. TFS, fol. 7a/39. 

27. Robert Arnou, “Nestorianisme et Neoplatonisme: Lunité du Christ et l’union 
des’Intelligibles,” Gregorianum 17 (1936): 16-31; and McNamara, “Theodore and the 
Nestorian Heresy,” part 2 (April 1953): 172-91. 
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way when he rejected “the opinion of certain men of note ... who main- 
tain that the union is by divine favor.”?° He strongly objected that the 
union of the divine and human natures in Christ ought to be “grounded in 
nature” (299). Because Nemesius is opposed in other places to a Mono- 
physite interpretation of how the divine and human natures in Christ are 
united, his union “grounded in nature” seems to be asserting that the 
union needs to be explained on a level deeper than one of “divine favor,” 
in which two persons act in ways pleasing to each other. Thus it is not un- 
reasonable to assume that Theodore was well aware of Nemesius’s criti- 
cism of his “indwelling of good pleasure” and thus of his opinion on how 
the soul interacts with its body. 

Although Nemesius’s On Human Nature is philosophical, Nemesius 
does frequently appeal to fundamental Christian theological positions that 
bolster his metaphysical stance. For instance, he describes the Word as in- 
teracting with Christ’s soul and body in a way that is close to how the fa- 
thers at the Council of Chalcedon would later speak of the union of Christ’s 
natures: “the Word mingles with body and soul, and yet remains through- 
out unmixed, unconfused, uncorrupted, untransformed, not sharing their 
passivity but only their activity, not perishing with them, not changing as 
they change; but, on the one hand, contributing to their growth, and, on 
the other, in no way degraded by contact with them, so that he continues 
immutable and unconfused, seeing that he is altogether without share in 
any kind of alteration” (301).”” The use of negative words in this statement 
brings out how Nemesius viewed the dynamic interplay between Christ’s 
two natures. Both the soul and its body have active roles to play within 
their union with the Word. 

Nemesius’s discussion of how the human soul acts upon its body re- 


28. Nemesius’s On Human Nature; hereafter cited parenthetically in the text; Neme- 
sius of Emesa, Cyril of Jerusalem and Nemesius of Emesa, ed. and trans. William Telfer, 
Library of Christian Classics 4 (Philadelphia: Westminster, 1955), 303, 299. Telfer asserts 
that Nemesius’s use of the anonymous plural should not be understood as referring to 
anyone other than Theodore. 

29. The fathers at the Council of Chalcedon declared that the union ought to be “ac- 
knowledged in two natures which undergo no mixture, no change, no division, and no 
separation” (Tanner, Decrees of the Ecumenical Councils, 86). 
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veals that he accepts the Neoplatonic principle that a spiritual reality can 
impart a life-giving energy to those material beings capable of receiving its 
power without its own spiritual nature being compromised: “it is the na- 
ture of the intelligibles both to be capable of union with things adapted to 
receive them and to remain, nevertheless, unconfused with them while in 
the union” (295). Nemesius does grant, however, that a soul can truly feel 
sympathy for its nonequal partner: “the vital power which is prerequisite 
to feeling is acknowledged to be derived by the body from the soul. It is, 
therefore, legitimate to speak of the soul’s ‘sympathy’ with its body, thus 
recognizing that while the soul and body are not partners on equal terms, 
in this respect they are partners” (297). The reason whereby a soul can in- 
terrelate “sympathetically” with its body is: “to wit, the community of feel- 
ing which is throughout the living creature, because it is one subject” 
(296-97). In other words, a human soul can and does share in a sympa- 
thetic way in what its body experiences because both are joined as one in 
the same living organism. 

Nemesius also regards the active “sympathy” that the soul extends to 
its corporeal partner as habitual in nature: “Therefore, if the soul is said to 
be in a body, it is not affirmed in the sense of being located in a body, but 
rather as being in a habitual relation of presence there, even as God is said 
to be in us. For we may say that the soul is bound by habit to the body, or 
by an inclination or disposition toward it, just as they say that a lover is 
bound to his beloved, not meaning physically, or spatially, but habitually” 
(299). This habitual kind of union, of course, does not define the meta- 
physical union that exists between a spiritual and a material nature. It sim- 
ply describes the functional way (or the how) a spiritual being is continu- 
ally disposed in a loving way toward its corporeal partner but is not altered 
in the process. 

Using Nemesius as a backdrop, we are in a position, I believe, to under- 
stand Theodore’s analogy of how God’s good pleasure can dwell in Christ’s 
humanity without the divine nature in any way being altered: “Therefore 
what we have said suffices for this [way of speaking] where we have 
shown both the difference between the natures and the unity of the per- 
son; that is, in regard to [the difference of] the natures, this one receives 
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the favor, the former gives it, with a fixed unity established whereby honor 
is fully shown in an undivided way [to both] by the whole creation. We 
have employed sufficient arguments about the soul and knowledge to [con- 
firm] the truth of what is being sought. We seek to show here only this. 
Nevertheless we also have shown at great length that we do not simply 
teach from the Scriptures but also from the implication of the [union of 
the] body and the rational soul the distinction of [their] natures. ”?° 
William Telfer, who has edited Nemesius’s work, observes that despite 
Nemesius’s criticism of Theodore, there is a similarity between Nemesius’s 
“soul suffering out of compassion” for its bodily companion and Theodore’s 
“inhabitation of good pleasure”: “We may compare Nemesius’ notion of the 
soul’s indwelling in the body by habit of predilection with that of Theodore 
of Mopsuestia that God indwells in the righteous, not by omnipresence, but 
by his good favor (eudokia).”* In other words, Telfer believes that Neme- 
sius’s way of speaking of the habitual relationship between the soul and its 
body and Theodore’s union of good pleasure are describing in different 
words how the Word acts habitually upon Jesus’ humanity, from the mo- 
ment of conception throughout their inseparable union together. They af- 
firm that, while the Word is not directly altered by his contact with Jesus’ 
human nature, it is continually disposed to act sympathetically on his be- 
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half, as a lover would toward his or her beloved, and supplies the vitality 
and energy for Jesus’ humanity to act and respond. The point, however, is 
that this union occurs within a personal and, if one can push the analogy, 
quasi-organic union similar to that between the soul and its body. 

Nemesius thus helps to elucidate how Theodore appears to have con- 
ceived of how the Word acts on Christ’s humanity such that each nature 
can be different and yet function as one, without either’s integrity being 
compromised. This analogy is common to the fathers. It clarifies, too, how 
Theodore envisions the role Christ’s humanity plays as God’s “image.”* It 
suggests that Christ’s humanity visibly reveals the Word just as the body 
manifests its soul. Nemesius offers another illustration of the relationship 
between the soul and its body and between Christ’s humanity as the visible 
“image” and the Word as its inner reality. He says that a ray of light embod- 
ies the sun from which it has emanated. As the source of this light, the sun 
differs from the ray but is illumined in it: “The presence of the sun trans- 
forms the air into light, making the air effulgent by uniting light with air, at 
once maintaining them distinct and melting them together, so likewise the 
soul is united to the body and yet remains distinct from it.”* This express- 
es well how Theodore conceives of the way Christ’s humanity reveals the 
presence of the Word dwelling within him: “But through those things that 
we witness, we accept him truly as the only begotten Son. For those things 
we see are such that they abundantly declare the greatness of that one who 
has been seen, because they can be from no other than the only begotten, 
who has an exact likeness with [His] Father.”*4 Norris captures this superi- 
or/inferior relation when he notes, “It seems evident that Theodore attach- 
es great significance to the relationship of subordination between the Word 
and the Man which, as he sees it, makes an organic unity of a ‘conjunction’ 
between two subjects.... His point seems to be that there is a single 
source (though not a single subject) of all that Christ is and does, and that 
this source is the divine Word who dwells in the Man.”?° 


32. See Kelly, Early Christian Doctrines, 98. 
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We can sum this up by saying that Nemesius’s and Theodore’s Christo- 
logical approaches function by emphasizing how the divine and human na- 
tures of Christ interact with each other, not in a static but in a dynamic 
way. They at least imply a model similar to the organic unity between the 
soul and its body. It is a different approach from that of Cyril and his fol- 
lowers, who seek a unity that justifies such linguistic statements as that 
Mary is the mother of God. Since Cyril holds that the Nicene Creed affirms 
that the Word and the Lord Jesus Christ are one and the same, he can log- 
ically substitute the Word for Jesus and state that Mary is indeed the Moth- 
er of God. While one can accept in faith that the creed expresses truths of 
revelation, this approach does not address the quandary that Theodore was 
most concerned about: how can Christ’s human will act freely in an inte- 
gral, existential way within its “exact” union with the Word? He reasons 
that the external unity Jesus manifested in his earthly life as a common 
prosdépon signals the presence of a true personal unity that underlies their 
ability to function as one. I am tempted to call this underlying union a sub- 
stantial one except that Theodore so connects the term “substance” with 
“hypostasis” that he would regard the union as “natural.” So, while one 
can find fault with Theodore’s “indwelling of good pleasure” for not ex- 
pressing the substantial unity that has to exist between Christ’s natures if 
there is to be a true unity, this does not justify the conclusion that he de- 
nies such a unity. He is dealing with the issue of unity on a different level 
from Cyril. For while Cyril’s approach has its strengths, it has trouble ex- 
plaining how Christ’s divine and human natures, both with their own sep- 
arate wills, function together within a single Person who is the subject of 
all their attributes and operations, at least in a linguistic, if not in an onto- 
logical, way. Theologians describe this as an appropriation of Christ’s hu- 
man nature by the Word in such a free way that the Word allows the hu- 
man nature to act according to its nature in a truly free way within their 
substantial union. But this is the area where Theodore was struggling to 
express and integrate the functional unity of Christ’s two separate natures. 


between the Word and the assumed Man, the Lord presents himself to the world and to 
the believer as a single object of knowledge and faith and a single agent of reconciliation 
with God.” 
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The Word’s Initiative 


While Theodore strenuously defends the full integrity of the human 
and divine natures in the union, he does acknowledge, as we have seen, 
that it is the Word that initiates and completes the activity in the union: “as 
regards the natures, this one receives the favor, the Former gives it, with a 
certain unity established whereby honor is fully displayed in an undivided 
way [to both] by all creation.”*° This statement must be understood, never- 
theless, in light of Theodore’s defense of Christ’s human freedom. His hu- 
man reception of divine favor must be seen as leaving him humanly free in 
a nondeterministic way: “There is always present to me the power of oper- 
ating whenever or howsoever I will want [to act].”>” “I also act whenever I 
want, as there is no set time for those things to be done by me for human 
salvation. And just as (the Father) has the power of operating, so dol.... 
For I also have power to act in an equal way whenever I want.”?® Yet this 
freedom has to be reconciled with the Word’s power: “If, therefore, (Christ) 
affirms that such great power has been bestowed upon him, consider who 
it is who dwells in him, whether he is perfectly like the One who works 
everything He wants and as He wants through His own innate power.”?° So 
this ability of Christ’s human will to act freely while being empowered by 
the Word places us at the heart of the mystery of how the human and di- 
vine wills can be said to be truly one. 

When Theodore speaks of “one will and operation” in Christ, he ap- 
pears to be referring to how the human and divine wills function as one in 
their common prosdpon. Since Christ is portrayed as one person in the 
gospel accounts, this must mean that there is present one will internally, 
that is, that the human will always freely chooses to be one with the di- 
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vine: “By preserving the natures unconfused and undivided, the union of 
good pleasure shows [that there is] one person for both and one will and 
one operation with the accompanying one authority and absolute rule... . 
For by being thus conjoined to God the Word by means of His good pleas- 
ure, as we have said, that temple who is born from the womb of the Virgin 
remained undivided, having the same will and the same operation with 
him in all things, than which nothing can be more conjoined.”*? In brief, 
while Christ’s humanity derives its power to act because of the Word’s ini- 
tiative and empowerment and forms one will with the Word, still Theodore 
considers that all this is done in a mysterious free way. Otherwise, Theo- 
dore would be espousing a monoenergistic or Monothelite view of the uni- 
ty in Christ—a view he roundly rejects. 


‘Communicatio Idiomatum’ 


The communicatio idiomatum is a technical theological Latin phrase 
Christians use to indicate whether one is correctly attributing predicates to 
the Person of the incarnate Son of God. In its classical form, it justifies the 
direct application of human properties to the Word as their personal sub- 
ject. According to this standard, one can rightly state that “the Word died 
on the cross” and that “Mary is the mother of God.” Its rules evolved out 
of the twelve anathemas that Cyril issued against Nestorius and their mod- 
ified form as found in the Pact of Reunion that Cyril later signed with John 
of Antioch. They have been motivated too by the conciliar decrees declar- 
ing Christ to be the Person of the Word who subsists in a divine and a hu- 
man nature. As such, the communicatio idiomatum justifies traditional 
liturgical and creedal statements about Christ as the Word. During Theo- 
dore’s lifetime, however, these rules were not commonly accepted. Theo- 
dore can assert that “When they ask whether Mary was the mother of the 
man or of God, let us reply that she was both,” but with the added qualifi- 
cation, “the first by nature and the second by the Word’s relationship to 
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the assumed humanity.”*? But when he is pressed to affirm unequivocally 
whether the Word was born of Mary, his response is clear: “For it is indeed 
unthinkable to affirm that God was born of a virgin. For this is nothing oth- 
er than to say: He is [born] from the seed of David, brought forth from the 
substance of the virgin and formed in her.”*? Theodore, like Diodore before 
him and Nestorius after, rejected the literal view that “Mary was truly the 
mother of God” and that “the Word suffered.”*4 To avoid such a literal 
reading, Theodore insisted on the need for nuance. He distrusted any for- 
mulation that could be so misinterpreted as to suggest that there was only 
one single nature in Christ and that Christ was not a fully human being, 
lacking a rational soul and a free human will. For him, the chasm between 
the Creator and all creatures must be defended. 

First, we need to confront some confusion and ambiguity in Theodore’s 
statements about who Christ is. In such passages as that of Ephesians 
1:7-16, the term “Christ” appears to signify primarily his humanity,*5 but 
in others, such as Philippians 2:8, the emphasis is upon the indwelling 
Word. As a general rule, however, Theodore speaks of Christ as the con- 
crete expression of the union of human and divine natures. Its specific 
meaning is to be understood in each context. When Theodore tries to be 
exact in his statements about Christ, he speaks of “Christ in the flesh” or 
reverts to his favorite phrases, where he refers to the Word as the “assum- 
ing One” and Christ’s humanity as the “assumed man,” thus indicating 
that one nature cannot exist apart from the other and that the presence of 
one implies the presence of the other. In this regard, Theodore would be 
content with the statement in the Pact of Union of 433, which asserts: “We 
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confess, therefore, our Lord Jesus Christ, the only begotten Son of God, 
perfect God and perfect man composed of a rational soul and a body, be- 
gotten before the ages from His Father in respect of His divinity, but like- 
wise (to wuT6v) in these last days for us and our salvation from the Virgin 
Mary in respect of His manhood.”* 

Theodore cautiously assigns attributes to each of Christ’s two natures 
and to the ego of his common prosdpon. As we have seen above, Theodore 
considers the common prosdpon to be the one person of Christ that is visi- 
ble to others and that images his inner divine and human natures acting 
not only in divine and human ways but also as one. While Theodore insists 
that divine activity must be assigned to the Word and human activity to 
the humanity, still he grants that one can refer divine and human attributes 
to the ego of Christ’s common prosdépon. Theodore’s view is sharply etched 
in those passages, especially in John, where Jesus speaks of himself as one 
with the Father. These Johannine statements are especially challenging for 
Theodore because of his lifelong commitment to be faithful to a literal, ra- 
tional interpretation of the text. For example, when Theodore explains Je- 
sus’ statement about being one with his Father, he insists on the necessity 
of examining carefully what Jesus actually says: “You [Pharisees] say [to 
me]: ‘You blaspheme’ because I said: ‘I am God’ But since [this] charge 
was said only by them, he said: ‘I and my Father are one’ But there is an 
immense difference between this and that [statement]. By [his] distinction, 
he seeks to show it would be a blasphemy for a human being to be called 
by the name of God. So when he adds the distinction that we are one, he 
is [making] a huge distinction here. So [fearing] that they might believe 
he intends by the word ‘one’ to be without a beginning as the Father is, he 
pointedly added that ‘I am the Son of God, signifying that, although he 
says he is one with Father, he does not at all affirm that he is without a be- 
ginning like that One without a beginning, but that he is the Son because 
of his relation to the Father [of the Word] who has a perfect likeness to 
Him through generation.” 


46. The Pact of Union can be found translated in Kelly, Early Christian Doctrines, 
328-29. 
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Theodore, as pointed out earlier, applies the name of “God” in an ab- 
solute sense to the Father—which is not unusual among the early fathers. 
This means that when Christ asserts that “the Father and I are one,” he 
does not understand this to mean that he is wholly the same as God the Fa- 
ther, who is ungenerated. Nor can the Word as Word be said to be one with 
the Father in this sense, for he has been eternally generated from the Fa- 
ther. Rather, Christ’s “I” expresses the union of Jesus’ humanity with the 
divine nature of the Word, who shares the same nature as the Father. This 
signifies that Christ’s humanity participates in the Word’s sonship because 
of his graced union with the Word in their common prosdépon and thus is 
indirectly united to the Father. Though the assumed man differs by nature 
from the Father and the Word, his humanity can still be said to be truly 
one with the Father. This relationship is evident in the following passage, 
where Christ’s humanity is said to participate in the Word’s role as the Cre- 
ator and in his power, majesty, and authority: “For like him, I am greater 
than all [others] by being like him in that I am also the Maker of creatures 
like he is, and I have created them with him and am equal to him in pow- 
er. For we are one, the Word and I, in majesty and authority. For this rea- 
son no one can take [all these] from my hands, just as [they can] not [take 
them] from the hands of the Father.”48 

Theodore uses the above distinction to explain the remarks in Philippi- 
ans 2 about Christ Jesus taking on “the form of a slave”: “When he indeed 
speaks about whatever ought to be said of the divine nature, he also joins 
in one and the same person those (remarks) proper to the humanity about 
a growth in humility.... For from the fact he has said everything about 
one person, he shows in a sufficient way the union. Indeed in a passage 
where there is a dispute about Christ, he says in general everything as [be- 
longing] to one person; and those [attributes] that virtually differ [from 
one another] due to the division of natures, he gathers into one so that he 
may keep the personal union without division.”*® Theodore therefore de- 
tects no difficulty in asserting what is proper to each of Christ’s human and 


48. Ibid., 213-14/152. For a discussion of this, see Theodore of Mopsuestia, Theodor 
und das Nicdnum, 250-51n684. 
49. TEP 1:220. 
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divine natures as truly applicable to Christ’s common prosdpon. For his ego 
expresses their unity: “For when (John) would speak of those two (na- 
tures) as one, he was revealing the unity of [their] person.”°° 

Theodore’s way of explaining the scriptural passages about Christ’s 
oneness with the Father certainly suggests a model of organic unity. While 
the Father and Son in the Trinity are one by nature, they are two as Per- 
sons, the Father being ungenerated and the Son generated. The Word and 
the assumed man are also one by sharing one prosdépon in a way similar to 
how the different natures of soul and its body share in one organic person, 
but not in the sense that the two become one nature, as do the soul and 
the body. The assumed man, therefore, is one with God the Father because 
he is one with the Word. This can be confusing, but it does preserve the 
different natures intact in a manner that clearly maintains the union of the 
Father, the Word, and the assumed man as “one.” Theodore affirms this 
when commenting on Paul’s remark about the intense conflict between the 
flesh and the spirit in Romans 8: “When he spoke of the two natures as 
two diverse things, aptly according to the difference of natures, he posited 
this ‘I’ [as belonging] to each one of them as one; i.e., he speaks of the two 
of them as [pertaining] to his person because of the union the body has 
with its soul. So also our Lord, when speaking of his humanity and his di- 
vinity, posited this ‘I’ [as pertaining] to [his] common person. And in order 
to make known that he is speaking in all these instances not of one and the 
same nature, he showed [this] by distinguishing his words” (167-68/ 
119-20). 

In other words, when confronting Christ’s common prosdpon, one must 
carefully ascertain what pertains to the divinity and the humanity in the 
union and determine from the context what pertains to each: “In both of 
these (cases), whether it is a question of divine or human (attributes), he 
posits this ‘I’ in a way that the intent of [these] words is [to be] understood 
from the context, the different natures being [recognized] from the differ- 
ent words [spoken]. From the fact then that he speaks about himself in 


both cases as one, he manifests a personal union [of the natures], which 


50. TJA, 113/81. 
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unless it would be exactly [so], there would be no honor at all for the one 
assumed, insofar as he clearly shares in everything because of the One 
dwelling in him” (270-71/193-94). Theodore is confident that his way of 
speaking about Christ’s two natures and personal unity is accurate and 
prudent: “Indeed, as I have stated, he prudently refers all things to the one 
person, collecting into one those [attributes] which differ virtually because 
the natures are divided, so as to draw from both what was useful for ex- 
hortation. ”* 

Theodore also uses the analogy of the soul and its body forming one 
person to justify his formulation of Christ’s individual natures and person: 


Since, however, a human being is said, according to us, to consist of a soul 
and a body, we also say that these two natures, the soul and its body, are, 
in fact, one human being composed of both. In order to claim the two as 
one, is it proper to confuse the natures and affirm in an inverted way that 
the soul is flesh and the flesh soul? Since the former is indeed immortal and 
rational but the flesh is truly mortal and irrational, shall we affirm by re- 
versing [the two] that the mortal is immortal and the irrational rational? 
But we are not taught this by divine Scripture, O most wise of all. Neither 
does anyone else say this nor [any] of those today who have a sane human 
mind. ... For whatever things differ according to one [level] achieve unity 
according to another. They preserve their own reason for differing while 
keeping their unity intact... .In the same way, even though some realities 
differ by nature, it [can] happen that they are truly united in another way. 
They thus do not lose their distinction by nature [while still] having their 
own unity, just as the soul is united to the body, [with] one human being 
resulting from both. There remains a division of natures, the soul indeed 
being one and the flesh truly another, [with] the former immortal and the 
latter mortal [and with] the former rational and the latter irrational. Yet 
both are one human being. A human being in se is never affirmed to be in 
an absolute and proper sense to be one [e.g., the soul] or the other [the 
body], unless perhaps with some addition, such as an “interior man” and 
an “exterior man,” not a human being in an absolute sense but [one who 


51. TEP 1:221-22. Theodore repeats the same idea in his commentary on Col. 1:17: 
“For we have shown that the apostle has done this when writing to the Philippians where 
he says ‘who is existing in the form of God, etc.’ Evidently there the apostle has passed 
from divine matters to the human and is indeed speaking of all things as of one and the 
same” (TEP 1:272). 
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is] interior and exterior. So we also say in the case of Christ [our] Lord, O 
amazing one, that the form of the slave exists in the form of God, nor is the 
assuming One the one who is assumed. The unity of the assumed one with 
the assuming One is inseparable, incapable of being sundered in any way.” 


One can infer from this passage that Theodore regards the union of 
Christ’s nature in one common prosépon as a quasi-organic unity, similar 
to the functional organic union between soul and body. While it is difficult 
to determine what is truly like and unlike in an analogy, we know that 
Theodore rejected Apollinaris’s organic unity in a metaphysical sense and 
therefore that he was espousing a functional unity in which the divine and 
human natures act as one in the organic way that the soul and its body act 
as one person. This explains what Theodore intends by his statement that 
Christ in the flesh shares in the name and power of the Word as the Son of 
God by nature. In other words, as long as one relies upon such titles as “In- 
carnate Word,” the “assumed one,” the “assuming One,” and “Christ” (de- 
noting the union of his two natures), one can assign both human and di- 
vine attributes to this personal unity. 

Theodore’s Christological position was shaped primarily by his commit- 
ment to the Antiochene tradition of safeguarding the distinction between a 
transcendent God and all creatures, including Christ’s full humanity, his 
commitment to a literal, rational form of exegesis, and his opposition to the 
Apollinarians. He was not unaware of or insensitive to the need to maintain 
a true personal unity of Christ’s divine and human natures. But his atten- 
tion was chiefly focused on expressing and defending the unity in such a 
way that it preserved the full integrity of Christ’s humanity in light of the 
scriptural witness, above all the exercise of his free will. The aim of this 
and the previous chapter has been, first, to clarify exactly what Theodore 
means by the personal unity of Christ’s divine and human natures as a 
common prosépon and by the phrase “indwelling of good pleasure as in 
God’s true Son.” Theodore’s Christological terms show that his “person of 
unity” (which he called one prosépon) sums up the visible way that Christ 
acts as one “being” in human and divine ways. These two kind of activities 


point to the inner presence in Christ of a human and a divine nature that 


52. Ibid., 2:318-19. 
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not only function as one but are one in a union where Christ’s humanity 
shares in the Word’s honors, much in the way the body shares with its soul 
an organic kind of union. 

Theodore derives his language and thought about the union as an “in- 
dwelling of good pleasure” from both the New Testament and his under- 
standing of how a soul and its body relate functionally to each other as one 
“being.” This is not a metaphysical explanation that will reassure theolo- 
gians and philosophers. Rather, he simply asserts an existential fact he 
found revealed in the Gospels: Christ is the one in whom the Father is well 
pleased and the one who acts in truly human and divine ways, enabling 
him to serve as the perfect mediator between God and his creation. His hu- 
manity is also the visible image of God and the dwelling in whom the di- 
vine pleréma fully resides and whose graces are dispensed with the aid of 
the Spirit to other creatures in different measures. In brief, Theodore’s 
Christology is best understood as a functional one that mirrors the Synop- 
tics’. While he does mention the terms physis, hypostasis, and prosépon, he 
does so to respond to his adversaries, especially Apollinaris, in terms that 
do justice to the scriptural evidence. 

Theodore recognized that his scriptural description of the union of 
Christ’s natures as an “indwelling of good pleasure as in the true Son” 
could be misinterpreted, for God is also pleased with others who fulfill his 
will. Theodore answers, I believe, in light of how Paul described the 
Word’s indwelling in Christ’s humanity in Colossians. Like Paul, Theodore 
relates the indwelling to how Christ in the flesh is the visible “image” of 
the invisible Word and the bond who fully recapitulates in his humanity 
the spiritual and material worlds, the head of the body of all those who be- 
long to his Church, and the one in whom the divine plerdma dwells in a 
bodily way. Only Christ’s humanity wholly receives the fullness of grace 
because of his exact and perfect union with the Word. It is this unique 
union that enables him to be truly God’s Son, while all others become 
God’s adopted children insofar as each becomes a member of Christ’s 
body. By being united to Christ, they too receive through his acquired full- 
ness what they need for salvation, but not in the full and direct way that 
Christ’s humanity has been so blessed. 
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The previous chapters, on the roles that Christ in the flesh plays in sal- 
vation as the head of his body the Church and the cosmos and as the “im- 
age of God,” enable us to enlarge our view of how Theodore understood 
Christ’s humanity’s prosdpon and its role in the history of salvation. Not 
only does Christ’s human prosépon play a unique pivotal role in its union 
with the Word’s divine nature within one common prosépon, but also a 
critical role in the salvation of all creatures, spiritual powers, and material 
beings, as well as humans. Theodore considered the term prosdpon to con- 
note a communal and corporate aspect as well as an individual designa- 
tion. It also embodies the relational unity between a person’s outward and 
inner self and between all those who share Christ’s human nature. While it 
is true that Theodore rejected Apollinaris’s organic view of how the Word 
has united itself to Christ’s body, he does appear to have conceived of the 
presence of a quasi-organic relationship between the Word and Christ’s hu- 
manity similar to that between Christ’s human nature and those of the an- 
gelic and material worlds. He likens these unions to the union between the 
human soul and its body in one true substantial being. As such, Theo- 
dore’s affirmation of a unity in Christ needs to be interpreted and judged 
not on an ontological level, where a union is asserted as either substantial 
or accidental, but on a practical level, where one’s personal activity reveals 
a person’s identity and the dynamic way that a spiritual reality can act to- 
gether with a material one in an uniquely organic unity. Theodore simply 
accepts the mystery of how Christ’s two natures form one true unity, but 
with each nature remaining intact and integral in a way that enables 
Christ, as the person of the two natures, to be the true mediator between 
God and creation. 


8. THE CHARGES AGAINST 
THEODORE 


O FAR WE HAVE CONSIDERED how Theodore under- 
stood the mediating roles that Christ’s humanity plays 
within universal salvation, as well as the assertions 

that the union of Christ’s divine and human natures occurs in 
a common prosdépon and is described accurately as “an in- 
dwelling of good pleasure as in God’s Son.” All of these roles 
overlap with each other and reinforce the view that Theodore 
evolved a soteriological synthesis in which Christ qua man 
serves as a true mediator, for his humanity is united by nature 
to all creation and by an “exact,” inseparable union to the 
Word of God. In all of this Theodore is thoroughly faithful to 
what he interprets as the New Testament’s inspired revelation 
and to his Antiochene tradition. I want now to examine the 
main charges of heresy leveled against Theodore’s Christolog- 
ical approach by the Second Council of Constantinople in 553, 
which condemned not only Theodore’s writings but his very 


person. 
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I begin with a detailed summary of what is contained in the seventy- 
one excerpts cited in the acta of the Council as examples of Theodore’s 
heretical thought and the creed that he supposedly composed. I shall also 
note the charges advanced in two other documents that are found there. 
This will provide background for understanding the principal points of the 
Council’s anathemas against Theodore. Because Theodore’s adversaries in 
the fifth and sixth centuries left little or no explanation of what they found 
heretical in Theodore’s thought, I rely on the arguments of Kevin McNama- 
ra and Francis Sullivan for Theodore’s heterodoxy and on those of Facun- 
dus of Hermiane and Paul Galtier for his orthodoxy. 


The Charges 


After Theodore died in 428, his enemies amassed collections of what 
they considered Theodore’s heretical statements. The fathers at Constan- 
tinople II took seventy-one excerpts from these and judged them prima fa- 
cie evidence of Theodore’s impious teaching. From the documents we have 
at hand, they apparently made no effort to read these excerpts in their own 
contexts.! We have some hints—in the résumés attached to the excerpts in 
the version attributed to Pope Vigilius, and in two addenda included in the 
acta—that the fathers shouted out in absolute horror when these extracts 
were read to the assembly. Evidently they took for granted that Theodore 
regarded Christ as a human being. But our strongest evidence of what dis- 
turbed the fathers are the anathemas they issued against Theodore. While 
these records are helpful, even invaluable, we nevertheless lack the full 
texts and historical contexts of these extracts. Nor are we certain when 
most of them were written or whether there might have been an evolution 
of Theodore’s Christological outlook. But even if there had been, his critics 
were and are still persuaded that the remaining excerpts and creed show a 
consistent pattern of thought and furnish more than sufficient grounds for 
judging Theodore’s Christology. The general, indeed almost universal, con- 
sensus of the past fifteen hundred years is that the fathers at Constantino- 
ple II were correct to condemn Theodore and his works. 

1. At the ecumenical councils, the fathers would listen to a reading of the Nicene- 


Constantinople Creed and then judge whether a controversial writing conformed with 
this and, if not, whether it was to be rejected as heretical. 
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The Conciliar Excerpts 


The critical edition of the acta of the Second Council of Constantinople? 
contains seventy-one excerpts and one questionable creedal statement 
from all of Theodore’s extensive literary output. These were drawn from 
much earlier florilegia, or compilations of supposedly heretical passages 
that his adversaries (most likely the Apollinarians) had culled from his 
writings. While all the original florilegia have been lost, we do possess four 
compilations containing in varying arrangements and numbers the frag- 
ments presented at the Council. These are the acts of the Council itself, the 
work of Leontius of Byzantium,’ a collection of sixty attributed to Pope 
Vigilius, and those discovered in a Monophysite manuscript entitled the 
British Museum codex 12156. Except for that of Leontius, who alone pro- 
vides a Greek text, the others are all translations; BM 12156 is in Syriac and 
the other two are preserved in Latin. Since no one collection includes all 
seventy-one excerpts, they have been compiled so as to supplement one 
another and arrive at a critical text.* Modern theologians grant that, except 
for the fragments from Theodore’s Catechetical Homilies and his Commen- 
tary on John’s Gospel (both copies have survived in Syriac versions), his 
other works provide no context for judging Theodore’s attitude or beliefs. 
In those cases where a full work is available, there are only two instances 
where one can argue with any plausibility that Theodore’s thought has 
been distorted.> While conceding that one must proceed with caution in 


2. Concilium Universale Constantinopoltanum Sub Justiniano Habitum, 44-72. 

3. Leontius of Byzantium’s Greek collection of the fragments is found in Theodore of 
Mopsuestia, PG 66:972-93. 

4. There are also individual fragments drawn from Cyril of Alexandria’s two vol- 
umes, Contra Theodorum, from Severus of Antioch, a moderate Monophysite (who drew 
from Cyril’s work), and from the catenae. In regard to the excerpts taken from Cyril’s first 
volume, Sullivan, Christology of Theodore, believes it likely that “Cyril based his [work] 
not on a first-hand study of his [Theodore’s] works, but on a florilegium of extracts sup- 
plied to him, and that the mistake [that he made in applying the three fragments found 
in the Council’s Acta and five of those in his response to the ten that he obviously 
thought were Theodore’s excerpts] was due to the fact that while this florilegium con- 
tained texts of both Diodore and Theodore, Cyril took them all to be the works of Theo- 
dore” (39-40). 

5. See Sullivan, Christology of Theodore, for specifics, 104-6 and 110-12. 


208 


evaluating these fragments, theologians today readily acknowledge them as 
authentic.° They believe that these, together with Theodore’s other surviv- 
ing writings, provide more than enough data for assessing his Christologi- 
cal thought in light of Cyril of Alexandria’s twelve anathemas, which be- 
came the standard employed against Nestorius and Theodore, first by the 
Council of Ephesus and then, more than 125 years later, by the Second 
Council of Constantinople. It must be pointed out that while Cyril’s first 
two letters were authoritatively accepted, his third letter, which included 
the anathemas, was not definitively approved.’ 

A critical examination of the seventy-one extracts used at the Council 
reveals that three (#28, 44, and 45) are spurious.’ These are now acknowl- 
edged as belonging to Diodore (d. before 394) rather than to Theodore.’ 
The creed cited also appears to be spurious in the opinion of Richard Nor- 
ris Jr., who sums up the literature on this point: “Considering that it most 
certainly is not the symbol which Theodore employs as the basis for his 
Catechetical Lectures, this Creed can be ascribed to him only with the ut- 
most hesitation. Its source is best considered doubtful.” Thirty-one other 
excerpts can be judged to be of only relative importance. While most rein- 
force the principal arguments that swayed the council fathers against The- 
odore, they appear to have been selected to highlight how suspect also 
were his exegetical interpretations." Specifically, #62 deals with the literal 


6. Such as Rowan Greer, in his Theodore of Mopsuestia, who writes: “Sullivan in his 
Christology of Theodore of Mopsuestia discusses the critical problems involved in the use 
of these sources in what must be considered a definitive way” (10). 

7. It was Cyril’s second letter that was approved by the Council of Ephesus as conso- 
nant with the faith of Nicaea. 

8. See Sullivan, Christology of Theodore, 119. 

9. The Acta of Constantinople II contain ten extracts attributed to Theodore with re- 
sponses by Cyril of Alexandria. Three of them—#2, 4, and 5—are found among the sev- 
enty-one fragments (on pp. 74, 75, and 76, respectively, of Straub’s edition). These three 
and the five contained in Cyril’s response are now attributed to Diodore. 

10. Norris, Manhood and Christ, 241n3. 

11. In his article “‘A Letter that Killeth,” John J. O’Keefe accepts Leontius of Byzan- 
tium’s charge that Theodore’s method of exegesis did violence to the nexus between the 
Hebrew and Christian sacred books. O’Keefe argues that “Antiochene exegetes were so 
bent on following the rules of ancient grammar and historiography that they failed to 
grasp both the significance and the necessity of Christian figurative and theological read- 
ing of the Old Testament” (85). While one can assert that Theodore’s rhetorical back- 
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interpretation Theodore offered regarding the flaming sword that prevented 
Adam and Eve from returning to Paradise (Gen. 3:24); he believed that the 
sword was literal rather than allegorical. Also, in #63-71, Theodore main- 
tains that the Book of Job was derived from pagan literature and that the 
Canticle of Canticles was a secular love poem unworthy of inclusion in the 
canon." As is evident today, Theodore was insisting on the need to estab- 
lish the background and context of a scriptural passage and agreed-upon 
norms for authenticating an inspired work of Scripture. (It is significant to 
note that Vigilius’s sixty extracts do not contain the above excerpts that re- 
flect Theodore’s exegetical interpretations.) Numbers 19-24 reveal Theo- 
dore’s firm opposition to allegory. The fathers also seem to have taken ex- 
ception to Theodore’s unwillingness to concede the presence of direct 
messianic content in the Psalms, save in only four cases.'* But it is hard to 
see, at least today, why these excerpts provide solid arguments for declar- 
ing Theodore an impious heretic on a level with Judas." 

More serious are excerpts #6-7, which list those New Testament pas- 
sages where Christ is affirmed to have, humanly speaking, required the 
Holy Spirit; #11 and 41, which address the immortality Christ achieved after 


ground influenced his exegesis, especially of the Psalms, apparently composed when he 
was twenty years old (see Zaharopoulos, Theodore on the Bible, 82 and n. 18, 33-34, and 
esp. 49-52), this did not prevent him from affirming a link between the Hebrew and 
Christian Scriptures. For he did acknowledge the presence of typical/archetypal relation 
between the two, even granting that Psalms 2, 8, 45, and 110 can be considered messian- 
ic (see Zaharopoulos, Theodore on the Bible, 149). To have this kind of typical relation- 
ship, he insisted that both the type and the archetype had to be historical realities and 
that their mutual relation had to be also explicitly approved within the New Testament. 
He believed that the Scriptures themselves had to confirm God’s inspired intent. As a re- 
sult, he rejected allegorical interpretations as being the imaginative speculations of the 
exegete. Theodore may be conservative on this question, but his position is hardly hereti- 
cal. 

12. For a further treatment of Theodore’s position on the Canticle, see Zaharapoulos, 
Theodore on the Bible, 33-34, 49-52. Theodore’s opponents interpreted his rejection of 
an allegorical interpretation of the Canticle as an attack against tradition and the Holy 
Spirit. This exemplifies Theodore’s willingness to differ with other fathers over how to in- 
terpret Scripture. 

13. These are Psalms 2, 8, 45, and 110. Theodore regarded most New Testament ref- 
erences to the Psalms as accommodations. See Zaharopoulos, Theodore on the Bible, 
145-48. 

14. See Concilium Universale Constantinopoltanum Sub Justiniano Habitum, 56. 
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his resurrection; #14, which refers to the question of whether the disciples 
received the Spirit when Jesus breathed upon them; #17, which likens the 
adoration of Christ to that of an emperor’s image;'5 #25, which deals with 
the faith confessions of Nathaniel, Peter, and Martha; #26 and 33-34, which 
address passages regarding Christ as God’s “domesticus”; #40, which com- 
pares Christ as God’s beloved Son to other sons; and #55-61, which discuss 
Theodore’s theological framework, whereby he envisaged the presence of 
two stages of existence in the human journey to salvation: the present 
world of sin and death and the future world of immortality, immutability, 
and sinlessness. His adversaries seem to have taken exception to Theodore’s 
comments about sin’s educational value. 

The remaining thirty-seven fragments raise far more weighty questions 
about Theodore’s Christology than those previously cited. The principal 
objections to Theodore appear to be those highlighted in the short critiques 
appended to the excerpts found in the compilation attributed to Pope Vig- 
ilius. These can be roughly grouped under three major and overlapping 
headings. In the first,'° Theodore allegedly presents Christ as a mere man 
whose mother is Mary and who, with the aid of the Spirit, overcame his 
struggles against inordinate passions and became perfect. The second 
group is similar to the first but the stress is on passages in which Theo- 
dore’s “assumed man” acts so independently that he appears to be an indi- 
vidual person in his own right. This means that despite all claims to the 
contrary, Theodore can be said to hold for two different sons, the Word as 
the Son of God by nature, and Christ as the true Son by grace. The third ar- 
ray groups together those excerpts that address what Theodore meant by 
an “indwelling of good pleasure.” Since he rejects a substantial union and 
one of operation between Christ’s two natures, the phrase is perceived to 
be, if not something in between, then certainly an accidental union. His ex- 
planation of how God’s “good pleasure” differs in the cases of Christ and 


the saints has led many commentators to see it as a voluntary, moral unity, 


15. This passage will be discussed in the context of the principal criticisms raised 
against Theodore. 

16. For the extracts that emphasize Jesus as a mere man, see especially from the Vig- 
ilius collection #1, 4, 6-7, 8, 11, 16, 18, 20, 28, 29, 31, 35, 38, 40-42, 44-46, 48, 50, 53-54. 
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for Theodore cannot affirm unconditionally that the eternal Word became 
man and suffered and died on the cross. 

In Johannes Straub’s critical edition there are also a number of very 
brief introductions to #15-17, 26, 28, 30, 50-54, 61-63, 66, and 68, and a 
paragraph criticizing Theodore’s creed. But, unlike the short comments in 
the Vigilian collection, there is no explicit indication of what the council fa- 
thers found heretical and meriting anathematization. This is exemplified in 
what can be described as a “lynching refrain” in a passage inserted be- 
tween #27 and #28 in Straub’s edition: “And while Theodore’s blasphemies 
were being read, the holy synod exclaimed: ‘These are what we have al- 
ready condemned! These we have already anathematized! Anathema to 
Theodore of Mopsuestia! Anathema to Theodore and his writings! These 
are all foreign to the Church! These are foreign to the Orthodox! These are 
foreign to the Fathers! They are brimming with impiety! These are foreign 
to the synods! These impugn the divine Scriptures! Theodore and Judas 
are one!’”!’ This outburst implies that there was no discussion about what 
Theodore meant to assert in these excerpts. Nor is there any indication that 
anyone dared to stand up and object to these emotional cries for condem- 
nation of Theodore’s writings and person, least of all after the emperor Jus- 
tinian had declared them heretical. 

The acta also contain ten fragments alleged to have been taken from 
Theodore’s works, each with a concise refutation by Cyril of Alexandria. 
After examining these, Francis Sullivan concludes that there is “a serious 
problem as to the authorship of the five extracts said by the council to be 
taken from the first book of Cyril against Theodore. The fact is that three 
other sources attribute some, or all, of these five texts to Diodorus, rather 
than to Theodore.” Sullivan believes that contrary to Cyril’s assertion that 
he derived all his citations from the original works of Theodore, he actual- 
ly gathered them from a hostile florilegium containing suspect statements 
of Diodore and Theodore.!* Presuming rightly, however, that Diodore’s and 


17. Concilium Universale Constantinopoltanum Sub Justiniano Habitum, 56. 

18. Sullivan, Christology of Theodore, 37. At least five of the citations (#2, 4, 5, 7, and 
8) that are cited by Cyril are found among the Council’s seventy-one extracts. See also 
39-40 and 49-50. 
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Theodore’s basic positions mirror each other, we can assume that what 
Cyril says can be attributed also to Theodore. Cyril finds fault in these ex- 
cerpts with Theodore’s insistence that the titles of Christ as a son of Abra- 
ham, of David, and of Mary should be applied solely to the assumed man 
as a man and not to the Word. Cyril then appeals to passages from the 
New Testament to justify his contrary position that the Word is the sole 
subject of Christ’s human attributes. 

The acta also include a document entitled “The Sentence Against the 
‘Three Chapters.”!? It is primarily a justification of Theodore’s condemna- 
tion as a person and attacks his steadfast refusal to attribute the Jewish 
prophecies to Christ and anathematizes his statements that there exist two 
Sons and two Christs, claiming that: “This has been very clearly shown to 
be the case by us in our acts from the works of Cyril and Proclus” (111). 
The document also mentions Theodoret and explains at considerable 
length why the “so-called” letter written by Ibas was also condemned. 
What is particularly illuminating is the brief statement made in passing: 
“When all the blasphemies in (Theodore’s) works were exposed, we would 
not even have allowed the official reader of these blasphemies to continue, 
since each blasphemy was worse than the one before in the extent of its 
heresy and shook to their foundation the minds of their listeners” (109). 
Again, there appears to have been little or no discussion about what Theo- 
dore actually held in each excerpt. 


Conciliar Anathemas 


The conciliar decrees can be grouped under five headings. They are 
drawn from the list of seventy-one extracts and indicate what the fathers 
found most offensive. The first concerns the Council’s insistence that there 
is only the one “subsistence” of the Word and not two. This means that the 
Word is identically one and the same as Christ. The second finds fault with 
Theodore’s inability to declare in an orthodox way that the Word has two 


19. This is found in Concilium Universale Constantinopoltanum Sub Justiniano Habi- 
tum, 208-15. For an English translation, see Tanner, Decrees of the Ecumenical Councils, 
107-13. 

20. For Proclus’s letter, see Concilium Universale Constantinopoltanum Sub Justini- 
ano Habitum, 85-86. 
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births, one eternal and another from Mary, who is properly and truly called 
the Mother of God, and that the Word is the One who performed miracles 
and truly suffered. The third group revolves around the nature of the union 
between Christ’s two natures. The fathers rejected a union affirmed to be 
of grace and of affection, wherein there exists an equality of honor, power, 
and authority, wherein the Word can be said to exist separately in Christ as 
in another, wherein each nature has its own subsistence (as do a husband 
and his wife), and wherein the assumed man can receive adoration (as 
does the statue of the emperor). The fourth grouping excludes Theodore’s 
statements that Christ—whom the Council insists is the Word and not the 
man—was baptized as a man, received special graces to overcome human 
passions and desires, progressed in good works and merited thereby his 
sonship with the Word, and received immutability after his death and res- 
urrection. The last grouping rejects three scriptural interpretations: that 
Christ’s breathing upon his apostles in John 20:22 did not signify the im- 
parting of the Spirit but was simply a sign of it, also that Thomas’s excla- 
mation “My Lord and my God!” was an expression of astonishment, and, 
worse than this, that Theodore, in his lost commentary on Acts, compared 
Christ to Plato, Manichaeus, Epicurus, and Marcion, as men who offered 
their own teachings and had followers named after them.” 

The principal argument summing up these anathemas is that Theodore 
separated Christ and the Word into two different persons, when they are 
really one and the same in a union of hypostatic subsistence. All other 
charges are made to clarify that Theodore only pretends “to speak of one 
person and one Christ when the reference is to his title, honour, dignity or 
adoration” (115, anathema 4). To appreciate this argument, let us turn to 
two contemporary studies that rely upon Theodore’s excerpts and other ex- 
tant books to back up the Council’s condemnation of Theodore. We shall 
then look at two others, which interpret his writings in a very different 
light, and summarize the reasons why they dispute this conclusion.” 


21. These anathemas can be found in Tanner, Decrees of the Ecumenical Councils, 
114-20. 

22. Other studies worthy of consideration are the lengthy articles by Amann, 
“Théodore de Mopsueste,” and above all John Romanides, “Highlight in the Debate over 
Theodore.” Romanides provides a concise, accurate critique of the arguments of those 
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Before beginning, however, we need to address two separate but inter- 
related issues. Some reject Theodore’s claim to orthodoxy on the grounds 
that the excerpts culled from his writings do in fact demonstrate that he 
considered Christ and the Word two independent “persons” and therefore 
different Sons of God. Others accept the sincerity of his avowals but believe 
that in the final analysis he failed gravely in his attempts to explain the 
union of Christ’s natures as being a true substantial unity in one Person. 
Their point is that Theodore speaks of Christ in such human terms that he 
has really envisioned Christ—and not the Word—to be the personal subject 
of his human attribution and operations and that, as a result, the union is 
a moral one. The first denounce Theodore’s Christological thinking and 
personal character; the second are persuaded that, despite his many pleas 
to the contrary, Theodore’s written statements about the unity in Christ are 
flawed and must be considered heretical. 


Kevin McNamara’s Critique 


We turn now to Kevin McNamara’s two-part article in the Irish Theolog- 
ical Quarterly.2? McNamara readily concedes that Theodore died at peace 
with the Church and was widely hailed as one of the outstanding scholars 
of his era and a man who sought to remain faithful to the Christian Scrip- 
tures and authentic tradition (2:188-89). He praises Theodore for his zeal- 
ous efforts to vindicate the doctrine of Christ’s perfect manhood. He ad- 
mits, furthermore, that those who initially drew up the florilegia of suspect 
opinions in Theodore’s writings misrepresented his thought in a few in- 
stances and that the charge of impiety against him as a person was hardly 
justified (1:257, 2:188-89). McNamara even concedes that the ecclesiasti- 
cal standard for speaking correctly about the unity of Christ’s natures was 
established after Theodore’s death. After acknowledging all this, however, 
he concludes that Theodore held for the existence of two separate “per- 


who reject and defend Theodore’s orthodoxy. I also recommend Henry Chadwick’s “Eu- 
charist and Christology in the Nestorian Controversy” for the questions it raises about the 
relationship between Antiochian Christology and its sacramental thought. 

23. McNamara, “Theodore and the Nestorian Heresy,” part 1 (July 1952): 258, here- 
after cited parenthetically in the text. 
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sons” in Christ, at least by the Scholastic definition of “person” as an “in- 
dividuum completum subsistens in se” (1:263-64). 

McNamara reproaches Theodore for his failure to recognize that 
Christ’s humanity was specially endowed with the gift of personal integri- 
ty. He is elaborating here upon the charge made in Constantinople II that 
because the union of the natures is centered solely in the Person of the 
Word, the Word has to be also the subject of operation for Christ’s human- 
ity, such as Jesus’ miracles. But if this be so, then Christ ought to have 
been free from every kind of moral struggle involving inordinate sensible 
appetites, to the point that he was incapable of sinning (1:263-64). McNa- 
mara argues in addition that since Christ’s human nature has to be perfect- 
ly allied with the Word’s Person, Christ could not have truly grown, as 
Theodore believed, from an intellectual and moral state of imperfection to 
one of perfection. Nor can Christ be said to have “merited” in any way this 
perfection, humanly speaking, through his own efforts.*4 

McNamara scrutinizes Theodore’s interpretation of “person,” prosépon 
(1:266). He recognizes the root of Theodore’s failure here as his inability to 
perceive a distinction between a concrete and an abstract nature. For him, 
all “concrete” terms are those referring to a suppositum, or a nature with 
all its respective properties in an independent center to whom attributes 
can be assigned (1:269). “Abstract” terms, conversely, “signify the nature 
or property considered in itself, i.e., prescinding from its subject of attribu- 
tion.” Because he failed to make this distinction, McNamara argues, Theo- 
dore ended up making Christ’s abstract human nature concrete and thus 
an actual individual “person.” This failure had the result that Theodore’s 
language cannot be rightly reconciled with the declarations of the ecumeni- 
cal councils that the divine Word is the one who can be said to have been 
born of Mary and to have suffered and died (1:270). 

McNamara justifies these conclusions by enumerating the various ways 
in which Theodore personalized the humanity of Christ. He discerns this in 
the same contexts in which Theodore contrasts the two natures in such a 


24. McNamara, ibid., believes that the notion of the perfecting of Christ is strongly 
Pauline, but that “Theodore has given it a meaning it never had for St. Paul” (part 2 
[April 1953]: 175). 
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stark manner that they appear to be two equally independent subjects of 
attribution (1:272). He asserts that Theodore fails to make “a very clear-cut 
distinction between that which is the agent of a set of experiences and that 
which is merely the sphere of these experiences, i.e., between the principi- 
um quod and the principium quo” (1:273). He readily concedes that Theo- 
dore probably “did not think of [a person] as possessing its own being, the 
distinctive note of personality, quite as vividly as we think of a person pos- 
sessing its being” (1:273). When McNamara comes to his concluding judg- 
ment, however, he is convinced that one is left with the clear impression 
that the man and the Word are each a distinct subject of attribution, meta- 
physically independent of one another (2:189). This same discord “per- 
vades his whole Christological teaching and must doom to failure any at- 
tempt to rehabilitate him as an orthodox thinker” (2:173). 

McNamara expends considerable effort in analyzing what he holds to 
be Theodore’s understanding of how a prosopic union is, in fact, “an in- 
habitation of good pleasure.” He points out that Theodore himself de- 
scribes this as signifying a special relationship whereby God acts in and 
with those whom he loves according to the “good pleasure of His will” 
(2:178). Since Theodore is excluding a substantial union (such as that pres- 
ent among the Persons of the Trinity) and a union of a simple operation 
whereby God’s power maintains all created beings in their existence, he 
has to propose a union that expresses the preferential treatment God shows 
to all those who are pleasing to him. God’s benevolent will toward particu- 
lar humans indicates the existence of a special kind of a moral relationship 
between God on one side and Christ and all those fulfilling his will on the 
other (2:178-79). But McNamara points out that this puts Theodore in a 
quandary: how can he explain that there exists a real, radical difference be- 
tween God’s benevolence toward Christ qua man and his benevolence to- 
ward the saints? 

McNamara subjects to careful scrutiny Theodore’s explanation of how 
God’s good will differs in regard to Christ and the saints. For Theodore, the 
difference abides in the fact that the Word dwells in Christ “as in a son.” 
Instead of elaborating on this, McNamara points out that Theodore holds 
that the Word’s indwelling takes place in the area of the will instead of na- 
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ture, in order to stress that the Word was not necessary to this union by his 
nature but freely decided to enter this union (2:177). McNamara takes this 
as evidence that Theodore realized that he had to address the ontological 
structure of the union rather than the causal reason that was motivating it. 
So when Theodore insists that the assumed man shares in the full honor, 
dignity, and power of the Word, McNamara concludes, “we cannot say 
that, when it comes to the final analysis, he has in mind a difference not 
only in degree but in kind” (2:178). In other words, Jesus as the homo as- 
sumptus is fundamentally a son of God no different from all others who are 
sons and daughters of God. He is superior only in the degree to which he 
is a son of God. 

McNamara also considers Robert Arnou’s astute observation that Theo- 
dore’s description of the union resembles that proposed in the Christian 
philosopher Nemesius’s work On Human Nature (2:179). As we have seen, 
Nemesius follows the Neoplatonist theory that a spiritual reality can be 
united to a material body that is capable of receiving it. This occurs not in 
any local sense but takes place because of the soul’s close relationship, in- 
clination, and disposition to its bodily partner (2:180). McNamara con- 
tends that if this is how Theodore understands his “indwelling of good 
pleasure,” then it follows that “the Hypostatic Union would be a union of 
essences, but not in essence,” that is, a union of two realities rather than a 
true unity within one person (2:180). It would also be “a circumincession 
of two activities,” that is, a union between two activities working together. 
But this does not fulfill the requirement that the union between the Word 
and Christ’s humanity must be one where the Word as the Person of the 
union appropriates the two natures and acts in a personal way in each 
(2:181). 

From here, McNamara delves more deeply into the kind of relationship 
that Theodore saw existing between a prosdpon and a hypostasis. He notes 
that prosépon is “the only word used by Theodore to express the concept 
of per se individuum. ... or some kind of a real unit presenting a single 
undivided appearance” (2:182). As such, it appears to connote a sense of 
personality rather than a person understood in a philosophical sense. This 
difference is highlighted by the distinction between “having” and “being” a 
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personality. The latter concept suggests an independent subject of attribu- 
tion (2:184), and the former suggests all the physical, psychological charac- 
teristics that a person exhibits. In this sense the Word and the homo as- 
sumptus can be conceived of as having a single personality, “the wonderful 
and perfectly harmonious personality of the God-man Christ” (2:184). But 
this kind of unity would be based only upon a moral unity of wills rather 
than on a substantial, ontological unity, and thus is one more indication of 


Theodore’s failed Christology. 


Francis Sullivan’s Critique 


Francis Sullivan makes a similar argument. He too insists that one must 
distinguish “between what is predicated of the Word in His nature as 
Word, and what ought to be true of him as the ultimate subject to whom 
the humanity and its operations belong by reason of appropriation of hu- 
man nature in the Incarnation.”*° He believes that since Theodore could 
not adequately separate the notion of “person” from “nature” (a distinction 
not definitively realized until the time of Justinian),?° he was not able to 
predicate human attributes to the Word and was thus forced to regard the 
Word and the assumed man as two completely independent subjects of at- 
tribution (198). Sullivan then raises what is the most decisive question: “If, 
in order to defend the transcendence of the Word, one must constantly dis- 
tinguish between the Word and the man, how can there be ‘one Lord Jesus 
Christ’?” (201). 

To present Theodore’s position in as balanced a way as possible, Sulli- 
van analyzes Theodore’s term physis as it is applied to Christ’s human na- 
ture (203-4). For Sullivan, physis designates the “concrete, individual hu- 
man nature that was assumed by the Word in the Incarnation” (205). From 
his detailed examination of how Theodore attributes Christ’s human oper- 


25. Sullivan, Christology of Theodore, 197, hereafter cited parenthetically in the text. 

26. Grillmeier, Christ in Christian Tradition, 2:428-29. Grillmeier sums up well the 
traditional relation between a hypostasis and a physis: “the divine hypostasis creates this 
spiritually ensouled human nature for himself, for the purpose of being hypostasis for it 
and to exist humanly in it as divine hypostasis. Fundamentally this is a good concrete ex- 
planation of the insubsistence or enhypostasis of Christ’s human nature in the hypostatic 
Logos. (2:436). 
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ations and sufferings to the assumed man as an ultimate subject, Sullivan 
concludes that Theodore regarded the assumed man as both a nature and 
a prosdpon in his own right. But when Theodore applies physis to the 
Word, Sullivan finds no clear evidence that he “meant to establish a dis- 
tinction between what could be said of the Word, and what could be said 
of his divine nature” (207). This inability to distinguish between a “per- 
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son” and a “nature” “undoubtedly has contributed largely to the unfavor- 
able opinion held of Theodore by his critics” (218-19). 

Continuing his inquiry into Theodore’s use of terms, Sullivan observes 
that the term prosdépon “is not used in a strict, philosophical sense, but in 
a much more elastic meaning” (224). In general, it can connote either the 
one “who” is speaking, or “of whom” one is speaking, or “for whom” one 
is speaking. Understood in these senses, this “who” or “whom.” is not nec- 
essarily a person in the strict sense; it can be an individual, a group, or 
even the whole human race (225). In other words, prosdpon can be under- 
stood in both a communal and an individual sense. Sullivan also interprets 
Theodore’s explanation of John’s verse that the “Word became man” to 
mean that the Word “became a man in the opinion of those who think he 
is merely a man” (231). This suggests that prosépon implies simply a “mere 
appearance” (232). One can add to this that Theodore failed to recognize 
that “the term ‘man’ can be understood in a broader sense to mean ‘one 
possessing human nature’; one who has made human nature his own” 
(235). Sullivan believes that Theodore looks upon the Incarnation as 
“nothing more than an extraordinary presence of God the Word in man” 
(239). 

Sullivan considers what Theodore meant when he said that the one 
prosépon uniting Christ’s two natures is “a union by inhabitation.” Sullivan 
detects what he believes is a fundamental flaw in Theodore’s reasoning 
here, for Theodore looks upon Christ’s common prosdpon “as being effect- 
ed by the union of the two natures” (245). In other words, this common 
prosépon flows from the union rather than functions as the subject in 
whom and from whom the two natures draw their subsistence. Theodore’s 
inhabitation appears to Sullivan to be a merely moral, or dynamic, union 
between the Word and man. If so, it would seem to follow that Theodore’s 
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“one person will be no more than a moral or dynamic person” (245). Sulli- 
van finds a corroboration of this in those passages where Theodore de- 
scribes the Word’s inhabitation as one of “good pleasure.” 

Sullivan regards Theodore’s “inhabitation of good pleasure” as “an atti- 
tude on the part of God whereby He is willing to grant special assistance, 
special cooperation, to those in whom he is pleased” (246). While granting 
that Theodore has maintained that the Word was united with the homo as- 
sumptus from the first moment of his conception, Sullivan points out that 
“still it was only subsequent to his death and resurrection that he had God 
the Word accomplishing absolutely everything in him, so that he had no 
activity apart from him” (253). From this Sullivan concludes that Theo- 
dore’s divine inhabitation of good pleasure “seems to be a divine coopera- 
tion superior in duration and in degree, but not in essential character, to 
that cooperation which characterizes the inhabitation of God ‘by good 
pleasure’ in other saints. . . . in all this we do not see anything which is es- 
sentially superior to that cooperation which God grants to other men in 
whom he is well pleased. This factor of ‘working through the man’ does 
not seem to involve anything essentially superior to a moral, dynamic 
union; an extraordinary cooperation of God with a man” (254-55). 

Sullivan also insists that it is highly doubtful that Theodore’s descrip- 
tion of the union as “one” in a common prosépon can be said to be equiv- 
alent to Cyril of Alexandria’s union in one hypostasis (259). He points out 
that since, for Theodore, the Word and the “man assumed” form one com- 
mon prosépon, every action of the humanity or the divinity has then to be 
referred to the common subject, and not simply to the Word as the real 
subject. This way of speaking about the natures of Christ is likened to the 
union of the body and soul. Just as one attributes to a human being what 
is true of either his body or his soul, the same can be affirmed of Christ’s 
common prosépon in relation to his divine and human natures. But this 
union “does not warrant saying of the Word what pertains to the man as- 
sumed, any more than the union of soul and body warrants saying that the 
soul becomes a body or becomes mortal” (282). From all this it follows 
that Theodore’s asserting the existence of a common prosdpon in Christ 
does not necessarily imply the real presence of a true individual subject 
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who is a “person” in the strict philosophical sense of the word (263). Thus 
when Theodore insists that he is holding for only one Son, he seems in ac- 
tual fact to be proposing only a moral kind of unity: “scil., a ‘Son’ who re- 
ally includes two persons, a natural Son of God and an adoptive Son” 
(269). Sullivan has no doubt that the homo assumptus is an adoptive son, 
although far higher in dignity than all other believers. But he is nonethe- 
less in the last analysis merely a human being (273). Sullivan’s final as- 
sessment is that “It cannot be denied that Theodore of Mopsuestia, despite 
his orthodox intentions, was indeed what he has so long been called: the 
Father of Nestorianism” (288). 


Paul Galtier’s Critique 


Of those few who have written in support of Theodore’s orthodoxy, 
Paul Galtier presents by far the strongest theological defense of Theodore’s 
Christology. He argues in a long two-part article that Theodore’s real 
thought was badly misconstrued by Cyril and the fathers of the Second 
Council of Constantinople. He questions whether it is either logical or just 
to judge Theodore’s language by Cyril’s.?” He insists that Cyril’s language 
has to be widened to include the viewpoint contained in the tome of Pope 
Leo 1 (440-61). In other words, Theodore’s Christology ought to be as- 
sessed in light of the Christological balance that the Council of Chalcedon 
(451) sought to introduce into the embittered controversy between the Or- 
thodox and the Monophysites. 

Galtier points out that Theodore’s use of homo assumptus should not 
be considered wrong in se, for similar wordings can be found in the writ- 
ings of other orthodox fathers (165). He notes too how fluid was the under- 
standing of the basic Christological terms of physis, hypostasis, and 
prosépon in Theodore’s day (167) and also how Theodore concedes that 
Mary can be said to be the mother of God, but with the proviso that she 
bore the assumed man who is united to the Word (172). Galtier argues at 
great length to show that Theodore’s union was never a simple union of 
cooperation and rejects the view of those who claim Theodore tried to de- 


27. Galtier, “Théodore de Mopsueste,” part 1, 161-86, part 2, 338-60, hereafter cited 
parenthetically in the text. 
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fine the nature and the mode of union between Christ’s divine and human 
natures in a strict ontological way (177-83). Theodore was simply follow- 
ing the lead of the New Testament writers, who continually distinguish 
Christ’s two natures while at the same time asserting that they act as one 
and are one (185, 350). 

In the second part of his article, Galtier discusses how Theodore under- 
stood the Word as the One who works everything in the assumed man and 
therefore the one to whom activities are attributable (338). He maintains 
that Theodore understood his common prosdépon to be the subject to whom 
properties and activities belong and ought to be predicated, but he is also 
convinced that Theodore never dreamed of doing this. To charge, therefore, 
that Theodore actually held for the existence of two “persons” in Christ 
corresponding to the two perfect natures in Christ makes sense only if each 
one is viewed abstractly (180). No one can speak concretely of the real ex- 
istence of two prosdpa in Christ, for the natures of Christ have never been 
divided from the moment of his conception. Since it is the Word that has 
united himself to the assumed man, Galtier believes that it is the prosdpon 
of the Word that is the unique prosépon of the union (351-52). As for the 
further question of whether Christ’s designation as the Son of God by grace 
is to be understood to be the same as that of believers being sons and 
daughters of God, Galtier is emphatic. Because of his union with the Word, 
the assumed man’s Sonship is wholly other (344). As all others have be- 
come adopted sons and daughters by their participation in the plenitude of 
Christ’s graces, his filiation can indeed be said to be a true filiation and 
theirs an adoptive one (345). 


Facundus’s Defense 


After Theodore was condemned at the Council of Constantinople II, a 
schism occurred in Africa and Aquileia that was not finally resolved until 
around 689 under Pope Sergius I. These two churches regarded the Coun- 
cil at Constantinople—despite Justinian’s strenuous efforts to the con- 
trary—as a repudiation of the Council of Chalcedon. From the period after 
the council, we possess one lengthy response by the sixth-century African 
bishop Facundus of Hermiane, who defended Theodore, Theodoret’s works 
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against Cyril, and the letter of Ibas, as all orthodox.?® A number of Facun- 
dus’s points are worth mentioning, for he appears to have had in hand 
most, if not all, of Theodore’s works. He asserts in forceful, impassioned 
language: “Like wolves and dogs, the heretics have not preserved whole 
the sentences of Theodore. ... they have snatched a few obscure words 
from his sayings. . . . We, however, as you see, choose to draw closely from 
the spectrum (of his works) rather than incur the suspicion of fraud by be- 
ing brief and obscure” (745B). He also points out enigmatically that “some 
of his books were corrupted by the heretics” (780C), which raises a trou- 
blesome question in light of Sullivan’s long-accepted defense of the au- 
thenticity of the fragments used to condemn Theodore’s works. 

Facundus also notes that no word of praise was allowed to be intro- 
duced in defense of Theodore despite his being one of the outstanding the- 
ologians of his day. “For 45 years Theodore shone brightly in his teaching 
and fought every heresy” (710C). Nor were any opinions favorable to The- 
odore, such as those asserted by the beloved John Chrysostom, permitted 
to be mentioned at the council sessions (705CD). Facundus also questions 
why Theodore is singled out as a heretic when other fathers have erred in 
their writings: “Can one justly condemn only Theodore and not also Ig- 
natius, Eustathius, Athanasius, Basil and the two Gregories, Flavian, 
Diodore, John Chrysostom, Ambrose, Amphilochius and Atticus, and ten 
thousand others?” (711C). He also raises the troubling question of why one 
ought to condemn a leading churchman 125 years after he died fully at 
peace with the whole Church. “If we want to better interpret those who 
have piously and religiously died at peace with the Church, we do so by 
excusing human beings, in order that we may accuse (their) errors” 
(753C). 

Facundus also complains that the fathers at Constantinople II did not 
want to confront the truth that the fathers at Chalcedon had accepted the 
letter of Ibas as orthodox. To avoid this, the fathers at Constantinople ac- 
quiesced in the subterfuge that the fathers at Chalcedon had accepted Ibas 
but not the “so-called” letter attributed to him. In reply to all this, Facun- 


28. Facundus of Hermiane, PL 67:527-878, hereafter cited parenthetically in the text. 
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dus notes, “The synod of Chalcedon believed more the testimony [of those 
eminent fathers of the Church] seeing that it did not judge heretical the 
epistle of Ibas in praise of Theodore” (705C). Facundus is interesting also 
for several of his replies to the charges raised against Theodore. He re- 
sponds to those who often pounced on his use of the words “alius et alius” 
(one and another): “Theodore does not introduce two sons; for just as he 
most evidently teaches here, God the Word is other by nature; however, the 
one assumed is other but yet is discovered to be the same person. . . . Per- 
ceive, august one [the emperor Justinian], that he is speaking not about a 
‘person’ but rather a nature—that the assuming one is other than the as- 
sumed one; and he wants this to be understood of the natures which differ 
in many ways. It is for this reason that it is proper to say that the assumed 
one is not the same as the assuming One. But he is asserting of the person 
that the assuming One and the assumed are the same” (749BC). Facundus 
adamantly maintains that Theodore’s references to Christ as having two 
concrete natures does not mean that he taught that Christ was two per- 
sons: “Just as we say that the interior man who has been fashioned to the 
‘image and likeness of God’ is other and that the exterior man (2 Cor. 4:16) 
. .. is another. It is not that there are two persons but two natures” (750A). 
Facundus expresses this more clearly when he affirms that “When some- 
one considers the natures, he discovers that there is necessarily one and 
another (nature). Nor do I think these contradict this reality [of the two be- 
ing one reality] because God the Word is by nature other than what is as- 
sumed—whatever that may be is conceded to be another. But still the per- 
son itself is found to be the same, with the natures in no way confused” 
(747C-48B). 

Taking into account all the various charges raised at Constantinople II 
against Theodore’s orthodoxy, we can summarize the most serious ones in 
the form of ten questions that will be addressed in the following chapter: 
(1) Are some of Theodore’s exegetical interpretations truly suspect? (2) 
How does Theodore understand a prosdépon, a hypostasis, and a physis? (3) 
What does he mean by a common prosdpon that is effected by the union of 
Christ’s two natures? (4) How does this common prosdpon relate to Cyril’s 
hypostasis? (5) What is an “indwelling of good pleasure as in His Son” and 


225 


is it simply one of circumincession, where the Word and the assumed man 
harmonize their wills in the ways a husband and wife are united? (6) Does 
Theodore actually hold for the existence of two independent persons who 
are one and another? (7) Does he regard the assumed man as a true son or 
an adopted one? (8) What is the correct way to speak of the Word’s and 
Christ’s sonship? (9) Can Christ’s humanity be truly adored, like the statue 
of an emperor is? (10) Does the integrity of the union preclude an intellec- 
tual and moral growth in the assumed man, and does it exclude even the 
possibility that the assumed man could sin? 
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9. A REASSESSMENT OF THE 
CHARGES AGAINST THEODORE 


N THIS CHAPTER I want to examine the principal 
charges leveled by the fathers at the Second Council of 
Constantinople and modern-day theologians against 

Theodore’s orthodoxy. These will be considered in light of 
previous chapters, particularly on how Theodore understood 
the mediating roles that Christ’s humanity plays within uni- 
versal salvation, as well as what he intended by asserting that 
the union of Christ’s divine and human natures occurs in a 
common prosépon and is described accurately as “an in- 
dwelling of good pleasure as in God’s Son.” These roles over- 
lap with each other and reinforce the view that Theodore 
evolved a soteriological synthesis, for Christ acts as a media- 
tor in these roles because his human nature is united to all 
creation as well as existing in an “exact,” inseparable union 
with the Word of God. Ever faithful to what he believed to be 
the New Testament’s inspired revelation and his Antiochene 
tradition, Theodore was committed to protecting the chasm 
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between the Creator and everything created as well as Christ’s integral hu- 
manity and his divinity in their union within one prosdépon. I want now to 
consider whether Theodore’s soteriological approach provides a context 
and perspective for reassessing the charges of heresy not only against The- 
odore’s writings but against his very person. Before beginning this re- 
assessment, however, I shall examine Theodore’s own defense of his ortho- 


doxy. 


Theodore’s Protests 


Throughout his extant works, Theodore frequently protests against the 
accusations by his adversaries that he proposed that Christ was a mere 
man. First, he insists plainly that he never looked upon Christ as simply a 
human being: “For no one at any time has heard us assert these things 
[that Christ is a pure man].”! He acknowledges that if the union he propos- 
es is not a true unity, then Christ would be a mere man: “For [those speak- 
ing differently] do not consider that they are dividing the perfect participa- 
tion that the one assumed has with the assuming One. For if this union is 
abolished, the one assumed is seen to be nothing other than a simple man 
like us.”? He considers the term “Christ” to express the union of his two 
natures: “(Christ our Lord) was not God only nor a man only; but he truly 
is naturally partaking of the two of them, being also God and also man.” 

Theodore is even willing to call Christ “God,” but with an appended 
reservation: “But if indeed someone will want to ask what I finally call Je- 
sus Christ, I say ‘God and Son of God.’”4 He adds the phrase “Son of God” 
because he reserves the title “God” for the Father alone. To those who as- 
sert that Theodore is infected with the Christological error of Paul of 
Samosata, Theodore strongly condemns him because he made Christ to be 
a mere man: “For it is evident that Paul of Samosata was the bishop of the 
Church of the Lord God at Antioch and suffering from the error of 
Theodotus and Artemon who have said that the Lord Jesus Christ was a 
pure man, not recognizing him [to be] God the Word and existing as the 
Son of God in his own substance before the ages from God the eternal Fa- 


1. TEP 2:293. 2. THC, 134/135; CH 6:3. 
3. THC, 186/187. CH 8:1. 4. TEP 2:306. 
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ther.”> Theodore also declares in his preface to John’s Gospel that John 
saw the need to write his Gospel in order to complete what was lacking in 
the Synoptics: “(John) again said that (the Synoptics) were right in what 
they wrote about the coming of Christ in the flesh, but they nonetheless 
had failed to speak about his divinity. . . . the burden was placed on him to 
write about those matters that have been omitted by the others.”® 

The following citations provide us with some general notions of what 
Theodore rejects explicitly in other writers. His comments furnish us with 
the parameters of his thought. First, Theodore explicitly rejects paganism 
and those philosophers who advocate it and mentions Paul of Samosata, 
the Arians, and Apollinarius: “We must consider as angels of Satan all 
those who are devoted to profane wisdom and who spread the error of pa- 
ganism into the world. Clearly angels of Satan are all the poets who in- 
crease the worshippers of demons by their fables and restore to health the 
error of paganism through their wisdom. Angels of Satan are [also] those 
who in the name of philosophy have established pernicious doctrines and 
corrupted the multitude . . . Paul of Samosata is also an angel of Satan who 
says that Christ our Lord is an ordinary man and denies the divine subsis- 
tence (qenédmd/hypostasis) of the only begotten Son generated before the 
ages. Arius and Eunomius too are angels of Satan for daring to maintain 
that the divine nature of the Unique Son is created and therefore has not 
existed from the beginning. . . . Also Apollinaris, who corrupted [our Chris- 
tian] confession of faith in the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit and under the 
appearance of orthodoxy decided our redemption was imperfect and said 
that our intellect was not assumed and did not share, like the body, in the 
reception of grace.”’ Clearly Theodore is opposed to pagan philosophy and 
those Christians who do not consider Christ to be both truly and fully hu- 
man and truly and fully divine, at least in some sense. These passages also 
help to explain why he so emphasizes the human nature of Christ in his 
writings. He does so to counteract the growing influence of those he 
thought were overemphasizing either the divinity or the humanity of 
Christ. He was seeking to find and establish an orthodox middle ground. 


5. Ibid., 2:318. 6. TJA, 7-8/3-4. 
7. THC, 378-82/379-83; CH 13:8-9. 
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The Charges 


The charges brought against Theodore, detailed in the previous chapter, 
and the questions raised at the end of that chapter, can be summarized un- 
der five headings. Theodore’s teaching is rejected in regard to his under- 
standing of (1) a union of a common prosdpon; (2) the union of Christ’s 
natures as an “inhabitation of good pleasure as in a Son”; (3) his method 
of assigning attributes to Christ’s two natures and to the ego of the com- 
mon prosdépon, especially by referring to the Word as the Son of God by na- 
ture and the assumed man as the Son of God by grace, and by rejecting 
Mary’s title as the mother of God; (4) the ramifications of Christ’s personal 
integrity in regard to what Christ can humanly know and morally do as 
well as in what areas he can grow, humanly speaking; and (5) his interpre- 
tation of two scriptural passages and his comparison of Jesus Christ to Pla- 
to, Manichaeus, Epicurus, and Marcion, who had evolved their own teach- 
ing and had their followers named after them. 


Theodore’s Prosopic Union 


Theodore’s adversaries understand the term “person” first in a logical, 
linguistic sense as justifying the creedal and liturgical attributions of hu- 
man qualities to the Word and then later in a reflective metaphysical sense 
as a complete, self-subsisting individual who is the subject of Christ’s per- 
sonal unity and of divine and human operations. There has been a subtle 
but major shift here in the understanding of whom and what a person is— 
away from the view of a person as expressing a substantial unity in ordi- 
nary speech to one seeking an ontological definition. The same can be said 
of the time it took to distinguish how the term “person” differs from “na- 
ture” and a “concrete nature” from an “abstract” one. There was also a 
shift from regarding the divine nature as the source of activity in the Trini- 
ty to maintaining that the person rather than nature is the source of human 
activity in Christ. What complicates the Christological controversy even 
further is the conviction that if one cannot affirm unreservedly that the 
Word is truly the One who was born of Mary and suffered and died, then 
he or she is contradicting the true substantial unity that the Christian faith 
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requires for a true unity of Christ’s two natures. It is presuming that lan- 
guage fully and adequately describes the underlying reality. While Cyril 
was doubtless firmly convinced of this, Theodore approached the unity of 
Christ’s natures from a notably different perspective, and at a time of ma- 
jor disputes on how to express this. Like other fathers, Theodore was strug- 
gling to express who Jesus Christ is as God and as a man. 

As Luise Abramowski has pointed out, Theodore understood his main 
term for “person,” prosdépon, in a double sense: first as related ontological- 
ly to a hypostasis, and then as an object of liturgical adoration.® In the first 
sense, which Theodore treats only in passing, he looks upon every hyposta- 
sis (or real, complete, existing nature) as having its own prosdpon. In the 
second sense, Abramowski points out how worship could be shown to God 
through Christ’s common prosdépon. As I have argued in this study, these 
two senses are interrelated. Probably influenced by the Synoptics’ portray- 
al of Jesus as the Christ, Theodore realized that the human and the divine 
hypostaseis (Christ’s two real, complete natures) manifested themselves in 
visible ways to others. These would be the outward appearances (the 
prosépa) of the interior human and divine natures of Christ. Because 
Christ’s two prosdpa fuse together into one common prosdpon, Theodore 
regarded these two activities as revealing how Christ’s natures could func- 
tion together as a true unity internally as well as externally, for, as noted 
above, a prosdpon is ontologically related to a hypostasis as the outer per- 
son is to his or her inner personhood. In other words, if the New Testament 
reveals Jesus as the Christ who acts as one in human and divine ways, 
then there exists a true interior unity. While this is, in fact, a functional 
union, it presumes a deeper union, in a similar way to how the Jews can- 
not conceive of a body without its soul and philosophers maintain that the 
soul and its body form an organic unity. 

Admittedly, Theodore’s references to Christ’s human and divine na- 
tures as each having its own prosdpon but both together comprising one 
common prosdépon are confusing. But this is understandable in his concep- 


tual framework. He arrived at this conclusion because Christ alone has 


8. Abramowski, “Zur Theologia Theodors,” 263-66. 
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been revealed as uniquely having a divine as well as a human nature. All 
other natures have but one Aypostasis with its own prosdpon (excepting of 
course the Trinity in orthodox Christian dogma). But Christ’s two natures 
require two prosdépa that reveal and express their inner unity. While one 
may retort that such a union can be interpreted as merely voluntary, this 
does not mean that the opposite cannot be true. Theodore in fact maintains 
that his “exact” union of Christ’s two natures ought to be regarded as a 
true unity. If this is rejected out of hand, then the Synoptic portrayal of 
Christ ought also to be rejected as insufficient. 

Besides having the above revelatory meaning, the term prosdpon—as 
seen in Theodore’s view of the roles that Christ’s human nature plays in 
salvation—also connotes the relational roles that Christ’s human prosdpon 
exercises with other humans and all other creatures. The same can be as- 
serted of the Word, the divine prosdpon which implies not only the ways 
he reveals himself to others in a visible way but also his essential relation- 
ships to his Father and his Spirit. To see Jesus as the Christ is also to see 
the Word in his essential relations to his Father and his Spirit. It is for this 
reason that all spiritual beings can and ought to worship God through his 
visible “image,” but not in the sense that his image merely points to God. 
The reality of the Word truly resides internally within the humanity in an 
“exact” union. 

While there is a weakness in Theodore’s functional approach, the same 
can be said about Cyril’s emphasis on the union in the Word’s hypostasis. 
If the Word is to be regarded as the sole logical, linguistic subject of 
Christ’s human attributes and operations, it is difficult to grasp how he has 
safeguarded a role for Christ’s human freedom in the union. For Cyril’s for- 
mula, when stated baldly, is open to Apollinarian, Monophysitical, and 
Monothelite kinds of interpretations. One can postulate that the Word ap- 
propriates the human nature in such a way that while it subsists in 
the Word’s hypostasis, it can still act humanly and freely. Yet, as the Neo- 
Chalcedonians felt impelled to do, one needs to clarify the statements that 
the Word was born of Mary and was crucified on the cross by adding that 
this occurred qua man. Even Cyril agreed to the distinction made in his 
Pact of Reunion with John of Antioch in 433: “We confess, therefore, our 


232 


Lord Jesus Christ [was] .. . begotten before the ages from His Father in re- 
spect of His divinity, but likewise ... from the Virgin Mary in respect of 
His manhood.”? While Cyril grants that human attributes can be assigned 
to the Word as a Person but not to the Divinity as an abstract term, the 
question can be raised as to whether Theodore and Cyril are close in their 
understanding of the real underlying union of the natures. 

The problem, of course, resides in the distinction between hypostasis 
and nature. As pointed out in Chapter 6, ousia and hypostasis were linked 
together in the codicil to the Nicene Creed. While it seems that the fathers 
at Nicaea included the two terms to counter a charge of Sabellianism, the 
impression is given that hypostasis connotes the presence of an ousia and 
nature. Cyril’s formula presupposes at least a logical distinction between a 
person and nature, though they are one in the existential order. In fact, it 
was really not until the time of Justinian, 125 years after Theodore’s death, 
that this distinction was definitively established. Justinian had insisted on 
the distinction because he thought it would enable the non-Chalcedonians 
to agree with the Chalcedonian decree that there exists one divine Person 
(hypostasis) subsisting in two natures. This distinction allowed those fol- 
lowing Cyril to avoid the charge that by centering the unity of the natures 
in the hypostasis of the Word they were in reality asserting the presence of 
only one nature in Christ. 

If one does not distinguish the terms “person” and “nature,” it appears 
inevitable from a logical point of view that one will evolve into a form of 
Monophysitism. This would certainly happen if one holds an extreme 
form. For this would mean that Christ’s human acts spring from the divine 
nature and are not attributed to the Word as the subject of unity. Theodore, 
by contrast, insists that Christ’s human acts have their source in Christ’s 
human nature. He may have been influenced too by the traditional view 
that the Trinity’s activity flows from its nature. With this kind of outlook, 
he would be sorely troubled by those who insist that the Word is the sub- 
ject of Christ’s human operations. Like many others, he might not have 
been able to grasp a distinction between the Word as a logical, grammati- 


9. This translation is taken from Kelly, Early Christian Doctrines, 328-29. 
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cal subject and as the actual subject who is willing and acting through 
Christ’s humanity. Even if he could have, he would probably have foreseen 
the eventual need for a Constantinople III in 680-81 to proclaim the real 
existence of two will faculties and operations within the one person of 
Christ. 

One can understand, therefore, why Theodore believes that the unity of 
Christ’s natures is expressed better in one common prosdépon than in the 
hypostasis of the Word. But much depends on what is meant by the person 
of the Word being the subject of unity. Theodore would readily accept the 
Word as the One who initiates his union with Christ’s human nature, con- 
tinuously activates it, and takes the lead in their common activity. For the 
Word is the Savior God. Theodore, however, would want to elaborate upon 
this by adding that God has deigned to effect his salvation through the hu- 
manity of Christ. This is why he is so emphatic about the need to include 
the humanity of Christ in his concrete statements of who Christ is. He 
would insist on making clear the salvific role of Christ’s humanity within 
his Christological formulation. To insist that Christ is the Word who sub- 
sists in a divine and human nature certainly brings out Christ as a true in- 
dividual, but it does not do full justice to his mediating role as fully divine 
and fully human and his twin salvific roles as the head of the body of the 
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Church and the cosmos and as the true visible “image of the invisible 
God.” In other words, Jesus plays a communal as well as an individual role 
as the Christ of salvation. Theodore’s stress on one common prosépon 
brings this out more clearly and emphatically than does Cyril’s emphasis 
on the term hypostasis. 

One may criticize Theodore’s understanding of a prosopic union as 
Kevin McNamara has done when he asserts: “While explicitly upholding 
the doctrine of one Christ and the one person, he implicitly but indubitably 
denied it, by according independent existence to Christ’s human nature.”” 
If we are correct, Theodore’s formula of union basically expresses how he 
sees Jesus as portrayed in the Gospels as acting as one in human and di- 


vine ways. He presumes that this reveals an inward “exact” union similar 


10. McNamara, “Theodore and the Nestorian Heresy,” part 2 (April 1953): 189. 
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to how the Word is united as one to his Father and how one’s spiritual soul 
combines with its body in one organic unity. One may assert that Jesus has 
a real human existence, but it must always be considered as one with the 
Word, just as the body exists as one with its soul. This unity is exemplified 
in his constant references to the “assuming One” and the “assumed one.” If 
we insist that Theodore always be precise in speaking of Jesus as the 
Word, then we must find fault with many statements of the Synoptics and 
many others. Moreover, such insistence does not take into account Theo- 
dore’s thought framework, which forbids any possibility that the Creator 
can be substantially united with a creature, including Christ’s humanity. To 
interpret his functional approach to Christology as a merely moral union 
runs counter to what Theodore clearly seems to espouse. 

Francis Sullivan objects to Theodore’s understanding of a prosopic 
union because it is effected by the natures rather than being the Word as- 
suming a human nature. But this needs to be evaluated in light of Theo- 
dore’s perspective. Theodore certainly grants that the Word is preexisting 
and acknowledges the fact that the Word does assume the initiative in the 
union and has empowered the humanity to act. This is exemplified in his 
frequent designations of the union between the Word as the assuming One 
and Christ in the flesh as the one assumed. It is the Word that is the active 
One and humanity the receptive one. Theodore is not saying here that the 
unity of natures is effected by the union. He is not asserting that the com- 
mon prosdépon is caused by the coming together of his natures. Rather, he 
is expressing here how the revelatory abilities of Christ’s divine and his hu- 
man natures fuse to appear in a visible way as one to those who have en- 
countered Jesus in the Synoptic accounts. In other words, when Theodore 
affirms that his one common prosdépon is “effected” by the natures, he is 
simply contending that it is the “product” of the Word’s prosdpon and that 
of Christ’s humanity when their prosdpa are viewed as one visible appear- 
ance. The natures do not cause the union. The Word, which comes to 
dwell within Christ’s humanity in an “exact, inseparable union” is the 
cause. In brief, it is not established as a fact that Theodore’s attempt to ex- 
plain the union as one common prosépon should be understood as clearly 


expressing a union of two independent natures in a moral union. 
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A Union of Indwelling of Good Pleasure 


Theodore’s phrase a “common prosépon” sums up the union of Christ’s 
natures as “one.” When he addresses how the Word relates to the human- 
ity as “one” in an interior way, he rejects both a substantial and an opera- 
tional kind of union. He describes it “as an indwelling of good pleasure as 
in God’s true Son.” His opponents believe that he is caught in an obvious 
dilemma when he asserts this. For the union of Christ’s natures has to be 
either one or the other, metaphysically speaking. It is impossible, however, 
for Theodore to approve of a substantial union between a transcendent di- 
vine nature and a created one, even Christ’s. So, as McNamara argues, 
Theodore’s indwelling of “good pleasure” seems to be—despite his res- 
olute rejection of an operational kind of union—actually a moral, voluntary 
union. To cut the apparent knot here, one must keep in mind that Theo- 
dore is not concerned about seeking a metaphysical term that expresses the 
unity. Rather, he accepts as fact that Christ is portrayed as one “person” 
when acting in both divine and human ways within the New Testament. 
He interprets this union in a way that he believes does justice to such pas- 
sages as those describing the union in John’s Prologue, in Jesus’ baptismal 
accounts, and at his transfiguration, as well as in his role as the visible 
“image of God” as amplified in the first two chapters of Colossians. Theo- 
dore appears to have formed, from these passages, the conviction that the 
union is best stated as a graced kind of unity where the Word freely enters 
into a unique union with Christ’s humanity. He seems to be alluding to the 
way that Colossians speaks of the Word’s divine pleréma dwelling entirely 
within Christ’s humanity in a bodily way. Such a union is made possible 
because at the Incarnation the Spirit provides the necessary grace so that 
Christ’s humanity is enabled to be “exactly” united as one with the Word 
in a way similar to how a rational soul is united as one with its body. In 
this unity, Christ’s human nature can share in such honors as the Word’s 
sonship and power because he participates with the Word in a way similar 
to how one’s body shares fully in what belongs to its spiritual nature. 
Though they are different by nature, they exist as one person. 

Admittedly when Theodore speaks of a union of good pleasure, he ap- 
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pears to be talking about some sort of a graced union where God is pleased 
with Jesus’ free actions, as he is well disposed to those who heed his will. 
This is surely not expressing a metaphysical union as such. Rather, Theo- 
dore’s interest is in how a created nature can benefit from its relationship 
with a transcendent spiritual nature and act together with it in a “corpo- 
rate” kind of true personal unity. The phrase “an indwelling of good pleas- 
ure,” therefore, indicates for Theodore how the Word freely initiates a lov- 
ing union wherein he establishes a truly unique, inseparable relation with 
Christ’s humanity, which, thanks to the Spirit’s grace, enables it to func- 
tion as one with the Word without either the divine or human nature being 
jeopardized. Thanks again to the Holy Spirit, the entire divine pleréma of 
the Word has so permeated Christ’s human nature that Christ in the flesh 
is able to bestow these graces in measured ways to others. Because his hu- 
man nature is so “exactly” united to the Word and his Spirit, Christ qua 
man serves as the mediating bond both between God and humanity and 
between God and the rest of creation. In other words, Theodore’s phrase 
“an indwelling of good pleasure as in God’s true Son” indicates the role 
that God has chosen for Christ’s humanity to play in salvation history. To 
interpret this phrase, then, as indicating that Theodore regards Christ as a 
mere man who has received superior graces (but not of a different kind 
from the saints) simply distorts his thought. 

The closest Theodore comes to offering a philosophical solution of the 
union is his likening of the union of Christ’s natures in one prosdpon to 
that between the soul and its body in one person. His appeal here is in- 
triguing and provocative. Since Theodore repudiates Apollinaris’s analogy 
between the Word and Christ’s body with that of the soul and its body in 
an organic unity, it appears surprising that he too presents an analogy here. 
If Theodore rejects Apollinaris’s organic unity because it implies that Christ 
has only one nature, how can we explain his own use of the analogy? He 
employs it first to illustrate how two natures can be different but yet one, 
and, second, to show how a spiritual and a material nature can act in con- 
cert as a true unity without the spiritual Word’s nature being in any way 
compromised. As with all analogies, one must attend carefully to what is 
being claimed and what is being repudiated. Theodore seems to be claim- 
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ing that the unity of Christ’s natures ought to be understood in accordance 
with a functional quasi-organic model. This would be an extension of the 
kind of union he maintains exists between Christ in the flesh as the head 
and the Church and the universe as both “living” members of his “body.” 

When Theodore speaks about how Christ in the flesh participates in the 
Word’s sonship, powers, and honors, his critics assume that he means a 
voluntary union. They are convinced of this because Theodore distinguish- 
es between the Word as the true Son of God by nature and Christ in the 
flesh as the true Son by grace. This indicates that he cannot assign these 
honors directly to Christ as the Word. Theodore, however, has to reason as 
he does. For he cannot concede that Christ’s human nature can be united 
substantially with God’s uncreated nature and, therefore, that Christ qua 
man cannot be considered God’s true Son by nature and cannot have di- 
vine powers and honors that flow from his own nature. In such a concep- 
tual framework, Theodore is able only to affirm that the assumed man is 
the true Son of God by grace. Later Scholastics solve this problem by af- 
firming that humans can share in a union with God in a subsistential way, 
in that sanctifying grace elevates and therefore divinizes Christ’s human 
nature. These theologians regard the act of perfecting Christ’s human na- 
ture to be not an efficient cause but a quasi-formal cause whose perfection 
is intrinsic to the assumed human nature, but “with an assumption that in 
itself is not accidental but substantial and subsistential.”" This is a difficult 
distinction, but I think that such a viewpoint would have intrigued Theo- 
dore. The best he could do given his circumstances, however, was to main- 
tain the integrity of Christ’s human nature and its true unity with the Word 
in a graced union where the Word’s full pleréma dwells within his human 
nature, so that he can qua man be called God’s true Son, and all others 
who share his human nature can become God’s adopted children. Again, 
one must take care not to misunderstand Theodore’s functional method of 
reasoning, especially if it is drawn from and dependent upon the early 
chapters of Colossians. 

11. For an extended treatment of the idea of subsistential union, see Emile Mersch, 
The Theology of the Mystical Body (St. Louis: Herder, 1951), 202-26, esp. 206. Mersch dis- 


cusses the Scholastic understanding of a “quasi-formal cause” at 208-10. Quotation at 
209. 
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Theodore’s ‘Communicatio Idiomatum’ 


Since the traditional way of applying the communicatio idiomatum is 
employed against Theodore, we need now to compare and contrast this 
with his method of speaking about Christ’s two natures and his common 
prosépon. As we saw in Chapter 7, an ecclesial consensus on how to speak 
correctly about the unity of Christ’s two natures had not yet been estab- 
lished in Theodore’s day. He wrote at a time when the Arian controversy 
was finally being resolved in the Eastern Empire. The theologians of the 
380s were able to agree on how to speak about the Trinity as three Persons 
subsisting in one divine nature. But there was no clarity regarding the uni- 
ty of Christ’s two natures. For the Orthodox this was not settled until the 
Council of Constantinople III in 680-81. To judge Theodore’s Christology, 
therefore, by a standard based on Cyril’s twelve anathemas against Nesto- 
rius is anachronistic. It would be fairer to employ the “Symbol of Reunion” 
that Cyril and John of Antioch signed in 433 to terminate the bitter dispute 
at the Council of Ephesis. As J.N.D. Kelly has observed, this pact has truly 
moderated and added nuance to the strict wording of the communicatio id- 
iomatum based on the anathemas: “A form of communicatio was sanc- 
tioned, but a much less thoroughgoing form than the one that [Cyril] had 
contended.” Kelly spells this out in his earlier treatment of Cyril: “As he 
explained, the Word did not actually suffer in His own nature; He suffered 
as incarnate, i.e., in respect of the human nature which was truly His, 
while remaining Himself as immune as the fire into which a red-hot bar 
which is being hammered is plunged” (322). Theodore could readily agree 
that the incarnate Word suffered and died. 

Given that the phrase “one prosdpon” expresses for Theodore the exter- 
nal as well as the internal ways that Christ functions as both human and 
divine, it is not surprising that he would take exception to the argument 
that only the Word is the personal subject of attribution. He believes that 
one must take into account the role that God has assigned to Christ’s hu- 


manity in the union and salvation. It is not hard to understand, therefore, 


12. Kelly, Early Christian Doctrines, 329, hereafter cited parenthetically in the text. 
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why Theodore’s adversaries have trouble interpreting him correctly. For 
them, his references to Christ as the Lord Jesus Christ or the assuming One 
or the assumed man signal that he does not hold the Word and Christ to be 
“one and the same” and thus does not center the true unity of Christ in the 
Personhood of the Word. This is, of course, to apply Cyril’s formula to The- 
odore’s statements on the basis of a logical and ultimately a metaphysical 
standard. It is not, however, sensitive to how Theodore simply accepts the 
union in an existential way. For if Jesus as the Christ acts as truly one in 
human and divine ways, then his inner human and divine natures must be 
one, as we have seen, in a way similar to how the soul and its body are 
truly one. This is not a unity of nature but, to Theodore’s mind, of a per- 
son. One may argue that this approach does not conform to Cyril’s stan- 
dard, but Theodore’s intent is clear. He wants to maintain the integrity of 
Christ’s human and divine natures as not only functioning but being one, 
even though they are two natures. 

Theodore sees the unity of Christ’s two natures as a functional one that 
presupposes an “unknown” center of unity, or at least one not expressed 
other than as the ego of the common prosdpon. Such an approach, one can 
argue, does justice to the integrity of the two natures but leaves vague their 
substantial unity and the best way to express this. Cyril, by contrast, uses 
the term hypostasis to express this unity. But this is ambiguous concerning 
the relationship between the Word and Christ’s humanity, in that Cyril ad- 
mits that both the divine and human natures are real and present in the 
union and that the Word is the logical, linguistic subject of the substantial 
unity of the natures. This view is later expanded to explain how the Word 
appropriates Christ’s human nature and provides it subsistence. 

We can clarify the difference between Theodore’s and Cyril’s approach- 
es by probing the meaning each attaches to the phrase the “Lord Jesus 
Christ.” Both agree on what the New Testament and the Nicene Creed af- 
firm. But Cyril looks upon the Word as “one and the same” with the “Lord 
Jesus Christ.” In other words, the Lord Jesus Christ is the Word. For Theo- 
dore, by contrast, “Lord Jesus Christ” means the Word and Jesus as togeth- 
er being one real being. As noted earlier, Theodore would not object to the 
way that Cyril restricts the title to the Word, if it were explained simply as 
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signifying that the Word takes the initiative and empowers the humanity to 
act. For the Word is the Savior who employs Christ’s humanity as the 
medium of salvation. But he would doubtless prefer to remain with such ti- 


0 


tles as the “Lord Jesus Christ,” “the assuming One,” “the assumed one,” 
the “God-man,” and even “Christ” (as it sums up the presence of his two 
natures). For all these titles bring out in a clear, generally scriptural way 
that Christ is human and divine. One may argue that Theodore’s under- 
standing of Christ’s natures as concrete rather than abstract ends up mak- 
ing the humanity of Christ into a real person separate from the Word. But 
this ignores what Theodore means by a concrete nature, namely, that it is 
a real and existing one. Theodore is considering Christ’s humanity and its 
union with the Word as existing in an existential, not in an abstract, order 
and being one in the way that the body is one with the soul. 

Theodore’s manner of assigning attributes to the individual natures and 
their union as one prosdpon underscores his sensitivity to the ambiguity of 
so centering Christ’s unity in the Word that one can logically profess that 
the Word suffered. For he is convinced that a person’s activity proceeds ac- 
cording to one’s nature. Like Nestorius, he would be concerned that Cyril’s 
statement could be interpreted in an Apollinarian sense, namely, in the 
sense that there Christ had only one nature, the divine. Had he been aware 
of Cyril’s decision to place the unity in the Word’s hypostasis (a term he 
thought included the notion of a concrete existing nature), Theodore would 
be alarmed that this would be taken in the same way, as in fact the Euty- 
chians did and later the Monothelites did. They did so by rigidly applying 
Cyril’s anathemas as if they were “gospel” approved as the only way for 
expressing the personal unity of Christ. Theodore would doubtless have 
viewed such an approach as an assault against the traditional Antiochene 
defense of Christ’s integral humanity. It would also have caused problems 
for his explanation of how universal salvation is to be achieved. For it runs 
counter to the contrast Theodore saw between the typical and archetypical 
roles that Adam and Christ’s humanity play qua humans in God’s plan for 
salvation. 

Theodore does not oppose the concept of an underlying unity on a lev- 
el deeper than his functional union, but he chooses to remain on a level 
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where Christ mediates salvation because of the union of his divine and hu- 
man natures. He would certainly denounce Cyril’s way of expressing the 
union as “one incarnate nature of the divine Word” as vigorously as he op- 
posed Apollinaris’s use of this formula. Theodore would prefer a clearer 
designation, such as the “incarnate Word.” For him, this is the safer way to 
ensure the essential integrity and role of Christ’s human nature in the In- 
carnation and in God’s plan for salvation. He would have been aghast at 
the charge that he holds for a union of two separate individuals, for this 
would destroy Christ’s role as a true mediator between God and creation. 

In brief, Theodore is deeply conversant with the problem regarding the 
unity of natures in Christ, though of course not with its later “solutions.” 
When he professes that God has been pleased to gracefully unite Christ’s 
humanity to his Son in an “exact” union, he accepts as a fact what Scrip- 
ture reveals about Christ operating as an “ego” in both human and divine 
ways within a common prosdpon. Theodore does not explain how the wills 
and natures function in tandem with each other as one operating agent, for 
this lies at the heart of the mystery whereby the natures can be two yet 
one. Theodore’s position would be that only God can understand this. The 
most Theodore can maintain is that the Word provides the initiative and 
power for the human nature to act in a free way. He seems to have had the 
very good sense to conclude his reasoning where he did. For Theodore, if 
the Scriptures do not provide an answer, then this is as far as one can and 
ought to go. 


Integrity 

In his criticism of Theodore’s thought, Kevin McNamara began by argu- 
ing that Theodore failed to do justice to what ought to characterize the 
Word’s integrity as the Person of the union. He sees this failure as a logical 
consequence of the premise that the Word is the subject of Christ’s human 
attributes and operations. If Christ’s human nature is so united with the 
Word as the personal subject of unity, one can draw the logical conclusion 
that Christ’s human intellect must have shared in what is called the “be- 
atific vision” and, through this, known all that there is to know, including 
his divinity, from the first moment of his conception. Moreover, his human 
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will would be so intimately allied with the divine will that it could never be 
tempted by evil in any way. Christ’s humanity, by this reasoning, would 
have been not only sinless but perfect. Theodore, however, saw no contra- 
diction at all in speaking about how Christ grew in human knowledge, 
virtue, and grace; this, after all, is what the Gospels reveal. He was even 
willing to admit that although Christ as the assumed man never sinned, he 
was able, in his humanity, to experience inordinate desires and tempta- 
tions and thus could have yielded to these and sinned.!* Theodore doubt- 
less found justification for this position in Hebrews 4:15, where Christ is 
said to be like us in all things but sin. Since Theodore was so willing to 
concede human development in Christ’s human nature, his opponents 
charged him with failing to appreciate the integral unity that had to exist 
between Christ’s two natures and with portraying Christ as merely human. 
While it is disingenuous, to say the least, to judge Theodore by a stan- 
dard of integrity that evolved after his death, it is clear that Theodore 
draws his statements about Christ growing in truly human ways from a lit- 
eral reading of the Synoptics and the letter to the Hebrews. These provided 
him with plenty of support for his position—for example, Luke’s remark 
(2:52) that Jesus “progressed in wisdom and age and favor [which can also 
be translated as ‘grace’] before God and man”; Mark 13:32 about Jesus’ ap- 
parent ignorance as to the time when the universe, as we know it, will end: 
“But concerning that day or hour, no one knows, neither the angels in 
heaven nor the Son, but only the Father”; and Hebrews 4:15: “For we do 
not have a high priest who cannot sympathize with our weaknesses, but 
one who has likewise been tested in every way, yet without any sin.” Had 
Theodore been aware of his opponents’ arguments regarding integrity, he 
would probably have countered that the New Testament was on his side. 
We are fortunate to have passages in which Theodore discusses how 
Jesus grew in human ways. In commenting on Luke 2:52—“And the child 
grew and became strong, being filled with wisdom, and the grace of God 
was upon him”'—Theodore acknowledges that Jesus grew not only phys- 
13. For a brief summary of Theodore’s thought on these points, see McNamara, 
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ically and intellectually but also even in grace: “For he grows in age with 
the passage of years, in wisdom by gaining understanding with the passage 
of time, and in grace by seeking virtue in conformity with understanding 
and knowledge. There came to him an increase of grace with God, with 
God witnessing to this and cooperating in what has come to pass.” This 
point needs some elaboration, as Theodore’s critics point out that the Word 
as the subject of operations for Christ’s humanity would not need the Spir- 
it’s grace, since he was all-powerful in his own right. But as Theodore con- 
cluded from the scriptural passages that speak of the Spirit’s presence in 
the life of Christ, Christ’s human nature also needed graces beyond that of 
the union. For it is only when Christ has ascended to heaven and attained 
immortality and immutability for his bodily nature that his human growth 
process ceases. In the meantime, his humanity requires the assistance of 
the Spirit to be faithful to his union with the Word, which God foreknew 
would always be true. For Theodore, moreover, such growth is attested to 
and approved of in the New Testament. 

Many scholarly studies have reexamined, in light of the New Testament 
witness, those theological theories that have evolved over the centuries 
concerning Christ’s human knowledge. For example, the late Raymond 
Brown, while acknowledging that there is a dogmatic issue here as well as 
an exegetical one, points out that “the biblical evidence does not decide the 
theological problem or conclusively support one theory over another [re- 
garding what Christ knew in a human way].”?® Yet, after a careful examina- 
tion of the passages dealing with Christ’s human knowledge, he concludes, 
“if theologians should ultimately come to accept the limitations of Jesus’ 
knowledge that we have seen reflected prima facie in the biblical evidence, 
then how much the more shall we understand that God so loved us that He 
subjected Himself to our most agonizing infirmities.”!” This is a qualified 
statement, but it shows that Theodore’s statements about Jesus’ growth in 
human knowledge reflect a reasonable interpretation of the New Testament 
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evidence. It also undermines the position of those who believe that Theo- 
dore’s remarks on how Christ grew in his human knowledge ipso facto in- 
dicate that he held Christ to be a man wholly independent of the Word. 

As for the question of whether Christ could be prey to inordinate de- 
sires and temptations, Theodore argues that Satan strove to tempt Christ 
because he regarded him as a human being: “For if he knew [he was] God 
the Word, (the devil) would not have attempted [to tempt him]. For God 
according to His substance (ousia) is unknown to all, but he was according 
to the flesh truly both hungry and tempted.”!® Theodore also holds that the 
assumed man was tempted to show that he was sinless: “He was tempted 
by the devil, in the way the devil wanted, in order that he might be clearly 
seen to be sinless, not because he was not tempted but because after hav- 
ing been tempted he remained [without sin].”!? This passage strongly im- 
plies that Christ’s humanity was truly tempted by the devil. We are at the 
heart here of the Christian mystery of how Christ can be both fully God 
and fully human. Theodore could imagine, in a way that his adversaries 
could not, that Christ’s humanity was capable of acting freely. While he 
does not really explain how the two natures function, Theodore’s intention 
was clearly to preserve Christ’s full human nature and his human role in 
salvation as the sole mediator between God and creation. As we have seen, 
he saw that it was critical to maintain Christ’s human free will as a coun- 
terbalance to Adam, who freely sinned. Because Christ in the flesh was al- 
ways faithful to the will of God, from his youth to his death on the cross— 
a death to which he freely agreed, with the assistance of the Holy Spirit’s 
graces—God chose his human nature as the gifted one in whom the Word’s 
pler6éma would dwell and who would enable others to be redeemed and ex- 
alted. His whole human life serves, therefore, as the inspiring example for 
all other humans. 

McNamara saw Theodore’s implicit denial of Christ’s impeccability as a 
major weakness in his Christology.”° If the Word as the subject of Christ’s 
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will acts, then it would seem to follow that Christ’s human will is always in 
full agreement with the Word’s and could not be attracted to sin. In fact, he 
would be impervious to any and every inordinate movement of the sensi- 
ble appetites. This whole issue is, of course, theoretical, for Theodore is 
emphatic on the point that Jesus never sinned: “Our Lord had no need for 
(John’s baptism) because he was completely free from all sin.”*! This con- 
troversy nevertheless goes to the heart of the questions of how intimately 
conjoined were Christ’s divine and human wills and to what extent his hu- 
man will could function freely. In other words, how can one reconcile the 
belief that the Word is the personal subject of the union with the fact that 
Christ also enjoys true full human freedom? While those who emphasize 
the Word as the personal subject of Christ’s humanity concede that his hu- 
manity functioned in biological and emotional ways befitting his human 
nature, the question becomes troubling when dealing with Christ’s human 
faculties of knowing and willing in a spiritual and voluntary way. 

Theodore’s position on the divine pleréma dwelling within Christ might 
appear to support the argument that Christ’s human will would be so en- 
chanted by the goodness residing in this human nature that it could not be 
discouraged from always fulfilling God’s will. But this is exactly where the 
mystery resides in regard to how Christ can be humanly free within his 
union with the Word. Though Theodore does not expand on his opinion 
that God foreknew that Christ would live a sinless life, this presumes that 
Jesus freely resisted all temptations. Because of this, God sent his Son, the 
Word, to dwell within Jesus’ humanity in an inseparable, “exact” union, 
using this union as the way for all creation to come into union with him- 
self: “He received from the Legislator the reward of victory [that is, immor- 
tality] for having kept the commandments of the Law. By this means, he 
achieved for his whole race this blessing that the Law promised to those 
keeping it.”?? Jesus’ freedom was so strengthened by grace that he could 
confront temptation in any form and resist it. This shows us how close was 
Jesus to our human situation and experience of inordinate passions. 

On the question whether Christ qua human could sin, Theodore never 
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implies, at least not in his extant works, that Jesus overcame temptation by 
his own power. He is not a Pelagian. For, as elaborated above, Theodore 
maintains that the Spirit provided the humanity of Christ with the graced 
assistance it needed to be faithful to his union with the Word throughout 
his earthly life. Theodore saw this truth in Luke’s statement that Jesus 
grew in grace as well as in wisdom and age. But Theodore would vigorous- 
ly maintain that Christ’s human freedom was never coerced by grace. This 
is why he writes as he does about Christ’s having “merited” not only his 
union with the Word and his own salvation but also the salvation of all 
others whom he recapitulates in himself. But this does not occur apart 
from Christ’s union with the Word from the moment of his earthly concep- 
tion and the graces that his humanity received from the Spirit. This is why 
Theodore is so insistent on the active roles that God’s Spirit played in 
Christ’s human life and ministry for universal salvation. 

Theodore’s emphasis on Christ’s human growth in knowledge and 
virtue is received more sympathetically in contemporary circles than it was 
in his own day, thanks in no small part to the interest that Scripture schol- 
ars and theologians have expressed in the historical Jesus.” This has stim- 
ulated a desire to balance the dogmatic pronouncements of the Councils of 
Ephesus and of Constantinople II with the Councils of Chalcedon and Con- 
stantinople III. This last Council is highly relevant here for the Orthodox 
and Roman Catholics because its fathers decreed the existence of two nat- 
ural wills and operations in Christ that are not to be divided, changed, sep- 
arated, or intermingled.** It is a position that Theodore struggled strenu- 
ously to maintain and defend in his own theological synthesis. Since he 
always stayed close to the gospel accounts, his observations about Christ’s 
human growth are as relevant today as they were in his own day. 
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The Adoration of Christ’s Humanity 


The fathers at Constantinople II specifically anathematized the state- 
ment that Christ qua man is to be adored like the statue of an emperor. 
But, as discussed in the chapters on “image” and prosdpon, he is adored 
not merely as a man or as if he were an image of an emperor. Rather, 
Christ reveals in a true visible way the transcendent Word dwelling in his 
humanity: “For this was the greatness of the assumed man, that God dwelt 
in him; and believing this, we also likewise adore him. And if it is not [so], 
who is so foolish to adore a man qua man?”*> Not only humans but all cre- 
ation are invited to adore him because of the Word who assumed his hu- 
manity and made it one with him: “For the Word assumed the likeness of 
a slave, exalted him by a union with himself and extolled him and had all 
creation adore him... . This one was assumed in grace by the (Word) and 
on account of [this] grace he is adored by all creation.”*° This includes all 
of the spiritual powers: “now we know he is to be adored by men as well 
as by spiritual powers.””’ This adoration can also be equally shown to the 
humanity, because there exists a true unity of the natures: “he becomes 
Lord of all by his union with the divine nature and is equally adored as 
having the rank of Lord by all creation.”*® The objection raised here comes 
from Cyril of Alexandria’s eighth anathema, which interpreted adoration 
shown to Christ’s humanity as God’s visible “image” and implies a separa- 
tion of Christ’s humanity from the Word. In other words, Cyril insists that 
it is not Christ as the Word who is to be adored but (logically) simply the 
Word. As our discussion of “image” has affirmed, those who charge that 
Theodore taught that Christ’s humanity was to be worshipped as God have 
not grasped how Theodore regards Christ’s humanity in its salvific role as 
the perfect, visible “image of God.” 
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The fathers at the Second Council of Constantinople cited in their 
twelfth anathema that they condemned Theodore for his analogy between 
the adoration that the assumed man receives to that shown to the image of 
an emperor. We saw earlier the passage at which they took undoubtedly 
took offense. We ought to judge this passage, however, in light of the point 
that Theodore makes when he likens Christ’s humanity as God’s image to 
that of the statue of an emperor. Theodore does not intend a pictorial im- 
age of the Word and the emperor or even a symbol of the regal person and 
power of both. Rather, his meaning ought to be interpreted in light of the 
revolt of the citizens of Antioch against the onerous taxes imposed by Em- 
peror Theodosius I in 387. The mobs destroyed Theodosius’s imperial im- 
age within the city. Theodosius considered this a personal attack and dese- 
cration, a lése majesté against his official role as emperor.’ If one takes 
Theodore’s analogy in this sense, his point is to illustrate for his readers 
how Christ’s humanity visibly manifests in a personal revelatory way the 
transcendent Word. But even beyond this, he does not intend to affirm any 
real separation between the humanity and the Word. 

Understood in this specific sense, Theodore’s view of “image” is sacra- 
mental in a way similar to how the visible “elements” in the Eucharist are 
believed to be truly the body and blood of Christ. A Catholic attending an 
all-day exposition of the blessed sacrament is not thought to be offering 
two adorations, one to the host and the other to the Word. Likewise Theo- 
dore looks upon Christ’s divinity and humanity as constituting a single 
“person” or a common prosdépon: “He affirms: ‘You yourselves judge in a 
bodily way’; because you judge these things as pertaining to a visible body, 
so you do not know that One by whom these marvelous deeds are accom- 
plished. ”*° 


Responses to Theodore’s Scriptural Interpretations 


The Second Council of Constantinople relied on the seventy-one ex- 
tracts and the creedal statement submitted to the council fathers as proof 


29. Downey, History of Antioch, 428-29. 
30. TJA, 165/118. 


249 


of Theodore’s heterodoxy. It may be significant to observe again that Pope 
Vigilius’s collection of sixty extracts does not include those dealing with 
Theodore’s exegetical interpretations. Of those exegetical excerpts included 
in other collections, the fathers at Constantinople chose three for particular 
condemnation. The first challenges Theodore’s assertion that when Thom- 
as touched the resurrected Christ’s wounds, he merely expressed astonish- 
ment and not an admission that Christ was God: “Since Thomas earlier did 
not believe that [Christ] has risen from the dead, does he now regard the 
Savior Lord and God? It is not likely. For behold Thomas, the doubting dis- 
ciple, does not call him Lord and God. For the sign of [his] resurrection did 
not teach him that the one who rises is also God. Rather he was praising 
God for the miracle worked, dumbfounded on account of the miracles he 
saw. Grace was given to the believing disciples three times: in the mission 
to the Gentiles, after the resurrection, and at Pentecost.”*! 

Theodore’s unwillingness to affirm that Christ is God is an instance 
where his theological outlook has certainly affected his interpretation, pre- 
venting him from interpreting John’s obvious literal meaning. But one must 
recall that for Theodore the term “God” is reserved for the Father. As we 
have seen, he has no trouble affirming that “the Father and I are one” and 
that “Christ is God and the Son of God.” In fact, he asserts that Christ is 
truly divine, but not in the sense that the Father is God. But taking Theo- 
dore’s interpretation by itself, one can see that it is plausible, for Jesus’ res- 
urrection does not necessarily denote that he is God. Just as one sponta- 
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neously utters “My God!” at a surprising event, one can argue that this was 
the reaction of the doubting Thomas, especially after his refusal to accept 
the other apostles’ claims that Christ had risen. Theodore’s interpretation, 
of course, differs utterly from that of modern Scripture scholars. Theodore 
misses how John structured his Gospel around seven weeks, signs, and “I 
am” statements, leading up to the incident that affirms Christ to be God. 
The above exegesis is hardly Theodore at his best and is rightly open to 
criticism. But as an interpretation, one can contend that it is reasonable 


within his theological framework—though one may characterize it as a ra- 
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tionalization. My interest here is in the way the fathers at Constantinople II 
took Theodore’s interpretation to mean that he did not believe Jesus to be 
God. This is true in the sense that he could not affirm Christ to be the “Fa- 
ther” or God by nature. Yet this only reminds us why we must be familiar 
with Theodore’s semantic understanding, his theological framework, and 
his equivalent theory of the communicatio idiomatum. 

The fathers at Constantinople denounced two other of Theodore’s inter- 
pretations, his view that Christ’s breathing upon his disciples is not to be 
taken as a bestowal of the Spirit, and his analogy, in his commentary on 
Acts, between Jesus and Plato and others as founders of schools whose 
members have been named after them. Mention ought also to be made of 
the accusation that he undermined the close nexus between the Old and 
the New Testaments. These passages were chosen doubtless to highlight 
two points—that the passages cited seem to substantiate the charge that 
Theodore really regarded Christ to be a mere man, and that his exegesis 
was suspect because of his rejections of almost of all of the messianic 
prophecies in the Hebrew Scriptures and of the canonical status of the Can- 
ticle of Canticles. 

Regarding the first of these charges, two things must be kept in mind. 
First, for Theodore, one cannot receive the very Person of the Spirit but 
only his graces. Like the Word, the Spirit cannot be united with a creature 
in any substantial way. One must also remember what Theodore means by 
a sign. For Theodore, a “sign” is to be understood as equivalent to a sym- 
bol and a type. A sign is intrinsically related to the reality that it points to, 
participates in its power, and guarantees its fulfillment. To maintain, there- 
fore, that Theodore considered Jesus’ breathing as merely an empty sign, 
without any imparting of the Spirit and its graces, misconstrues what he 
means by a typical sign. In the present case, Theodore may in fact be allud- 
ing to the graces the Spirit will bestow at Pentecost. 

As for the last of the three charges, the fathers want to establish here 
that Theodore considered Christ to be simply a mere man, like Plato and 
others. All three of these anathemas appear today to be excessive. After all, 
as the Acts assert, it was at Antioch that the followers of the Way were first 
called Christians. This appears to be an example of how Theodore’s ene- 
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mies sought out any passage that could be interpreted as implying that he 
regarded as Christ as a mere man. They probably advanced the argument 
that all the passages taken together point in the direction of heresy. But, as 
I hope I have shown, these passages can be interpreted in a different light. 

Regarding the criticism leveled at Theodore for weakening the bond be- 
tween the two Testaments, it is hard today to be critical of Theodore for 
raising serious theological questions about what ought to be the nexus be- 
tween the two Scriptures. Theodore considered the Hebrew Testament in- 
spired and accepted the Hebrew canon as the primary inspired text record- 
ing God’s intervention in Jewish and salvation history. He did not 
underestimate its value for Christians, but he was wary of those who found 
what he considered to be messianic prophecies in the Hebrew Testament 
that could not be justified in a reasonable theological way. He was espe- 
cially harsh toward allegorical interpretations. While Theodore was admit- 
tedly grudging in his willingness to admit the fulfillment of messianic 
prophecies in the New Testament, he certainly held that the two Testa- 
ments were linked. This is seen in the way that he understood and applied 
his typology, especially in regard to Adam and Christ. But on the whole, it 
is undeniable that Theodore was more interested, at least in the last part of 
his life, in what the New Testament, especially Paul, revealed about God’s 
plan for Christ as the mediator of salvation. 

In summary, we can see that the charges against Theodore can be inter- 
preted in markedly different ways. Since Theodore adamantly denies that 
he regards Christ as a mere human, | think that the burden of proof lies 
upon those who consider him a heretic. Theodore has been judged prima- 
rily by a linguistic, logical standard that does not take into full account his 
Christological synthesis and framework. The question, then, is whether a 
later standard of orthodoxy ought to be applied to establish his own 
thought. 
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10. CONCLUSION 


HAT SPECIFIC CONCLUSIONS can be drawn 

from this study? First, do the salvific roles that 

Theodore ascribes to Christ’s human nature pro- 
vide us with insights into his understanding of the unity of 
Christ’s natures and, therefore, of his orthodoxy? Is it possi- 
ble, that is, to reassess the charges against Theodore on the 
basis of what we have learned about how Christ qua man 
serves as the head of the “bodies” of both the church and the 
universe, and as the visible “image of the invisible image of 
God”? These roles certainly indicate how Christ’s human na- 
ture can be seen as the mediator between God and creation, 
for all are recapitulated under his leadership, as all the mem- 
bers of a body are to its head. But how does Christ function as 
the mediator from the side of God? Cannot Christ fulfill this as 
aman, much as Abraham and Moses served as heads of Israel 
and her mediators, by God’s grace? If one accepts the inter- 
pretation offered in this study of what Theodore means by a 
common prosdpon and the point of his analogy between the 
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union of Christ’s divine and human natures as one “person” and that of 
the soul and its body in one person, then one can see that Theodore asserts 
a much stricter union than a merely moral one. As we have seen, he con- 
tends that Christ gua man can bring salvation to all of creation because of 
his inseparable, “exact” union with the Word in a real common prosépon. 
Since he argues that Christ’s human nature is united directly with the 
Word’s uncreated nature, in a way similar to how the spiritual soul can in- 
teract with its own material body in an organic unity, it is clear that Theo- 
dore believed that Christ was both human and divine and, therefore, a true 
mediator. Theodore admits that the Word, like the soul, takes the initiative 
and supplies the power for the humanity of Christ to act freely in accor- 
dance with its own nature, but always in agreement with the divine will. 
The Word is the one who saves, but he achieves this through the ways that 
all of creation is united with Christ’s humanity—and also indirectly with 
God himself—and is able to share in what Christ’s human nature now en- 
joys. 

The dispute over Theodore’s intentions reminds me of the age-old con- 
troversy between Lutherans and Catholics over whether faith alone or only 
faith with works ensures salvation. As recent ecumenical discussions have 
brought out, both sides emphasize essential aspects of how one is saved by 
God’s love. God is the Savior who in his love reaches out to a sinful hu- 
manity. But God also expects a response of loving faith that leads one to 
live virtuously. As the saying goes, God will not save humanity apart from 
humanity. In the present instance, Cyril’s formula highlights how it is the 
Word who saves, while Theodore wants to incorporate in his formulation 
the concrete mediating role that God has chosen for Christ’s humanity. 

Theodore believes that his way of stating the union as an “indwelling 
of good pleasure” is found in the New Testament. I have argued that this 
“indwelling” needs to be evaluated in light of Colossians 2:9, where Christ 
qua man is said to be the visible “image of God” in whom the entire pleré- 
ma of the divinity dwells “in a bodily way.” This is recognized as an early 


scriptural way of stating that Christ is divine as well as human.! To be com- 


1. Matera, New Testament Christology, believes that “‘All the fullness’ is best taken as 
a circumlocution for God, especially the wisdom and glory of God” (143). 
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pletely taken over by the Word’s divine power and love in such a way that 
Christ in the flesh can be said to be the true Son of God is a union totally 
surpassing what any other human, even Abraham and Moses, can ever 
claim. To condemn Theodore, therefore, on the grounds that his “in- 
dwelling of good pleasure” differs only in degree but not in kind from the 
graces that the greatest saints have received, is to judge him on the basis of 
an isolated fragment wrenched from the context of his overall thought. One 
can object that his Christological synthesis does not adequately explain 
what one may require of a metaphysical substantial unity, but it may also 
miss his intent to portray Christ as fully divine as well as human and the 
role that Christ’s humanity plays within salvation. 

In addition, it is difficult to attack Theodore’s orthodoxy on the grounds 
that he approved offering divine worship to Christ’s visible humanity. This 
requires an understanding of what he meant by his teaching that Christ in 
the flesh serves as the true and perfect visible “image” of the invisible 
Word. For him, to see and encounter Christ in a visible way is to see and en- 
counter the Word dwelling within him. This is clarified and strengthened by 
his understanding of Christ’s common prosdpon. For his common prosdépon 
manifests that he is truly divine as well as human. His humanity embodies 
the Word in an analogous way to how one’s external self discloses one’s in- 
ner self in an exact, inseparable union. To claim, therefore, that Theodore 
countenances the adoration of a mere man goes against not only his own 
clear statements but against his explanation of how Christ’s humanity func- 
tions as the true perfect “image of God” within a prosépon that is insepara- 
bly linked as one with that of the Word. It is similar to how Catholics show 
adoration to the exposition of the blessed Sacrament at benediction. They 
are not adoring the host, but God, whom they believe is really present there. 
The host is not pointing to the reality of God but is imaging its presence. 

Those who assert that Theodore considered Christ a mere man can cite 
fragments to substantiate their conclusion about Theodore’s orthodoxy 
when judged in light of Cyril’s twelve anathemas. But this raises the ques- 
tion of whether they are reading their own theological viewpoint into these 
texts. Their method can be exemplified by an appeal to a Scholastic-like 
syllogism. Its major would be that one is a true heretic who cannot affirm 
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that the Word of God is the sole subject of Christ’s human attributions and 
operations, its minor that Theodore has never affirmed this without a qual- 
ification, with the conclusion inexorably following that he must be consid- 
ered heretical. The problem here lies in the fact that one can challenge the 
major premise. Is it an absolute statement that allows no other theological 
formulation as justifiable about Christ? For instance, since it presumes that 
the term for “person” (a hypostasis) is distinguished from “nature,” does 
the major hold for those, like Theodore and the Synoptics, who portray Je- 
sus Christ as a person in a functional sense, under a composite title such as 
the “Lord Jesus Christ”? 

As Cyril himself grants, the phrase “the Word of God” has to be under- 
stood mainly existentially and concretely. For if it is taken abstractly as re- 
ferring to the divine nature or the Godhead, then one has to distinguish 
clearly between what belongs to the divine nature as such and what per- 
tains to the humanity. If not, we are confronted with a form of Mono- 
physitism. This was, in fact, Theodore’s primary concern. He differs from 
Cyril in that his personal subject of unity stresses how the divine and hu- 
man natures function as one and are one, whereas for Cyril the Word alone 
is the subject who so subsists in Christ’s natures that he can call each his 
own. Cyril’s approach justifies assigning human attributes to the Word. 
Theodore, on the other hand, expresses better how the Word and Christ in 
the flesh both know and will according to their own natures in a function- 
al way that presumes an inward union and unity as one person. The point 
is that one cannot simply condemn Theodore as a heretic because his man- 
ner of affirming the union does not conform to Cyril’s syllogistic way of af- 
firming the union. There are differences that cannot be circumscribed with- 
in a syllogism. 

Theodore is also chided for an inability to distinguish clearly between 
an abstract and concrete nature, and in fact for using the two interchange- 
ably. Because he regarded every existing nature as concrete and the source 
of its own proper actions, he appears frequently to speak of the assumed 
man and the Word as though they were two separate individuals. He is, of 
course, more concerned with maintaining the integrity of both natures. 


Theodore adheres to the patristic view that sees the actions of the Trinity 
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as flowing not from the Persons but from their nature. He seems to be ap- 
plying the same view as true for Christ’s two natures, especially as he be- 
lieved that Christ’s natures are both real. Within this framework, Theodore 
would be confused, to say the least, by those who insist that the Word’s 
hypostasis is the subject of unity. Since he could not separate hypostasis 
from “nature,” he would necessarily have to interpret this as affirming that 
the Word is the source of every human action of Christ, including his bio- 
logical, psychological, and spiritual activity. He would doubtless cite pas- 
sages from the Gospels where Jesus appears to be acting solely as human 
in support of his way of speaking about the assumed man. 

If the Gospels present Jesus as acting in human ways, one can ask how 
valid is the view of those who assert that Theodore is heretical because 
some of his assertions about Jesus are not linguistically correct according 
to what later became the communicatio idiomatum. One can question too 
whether it is fair to judge Theodore by a standard established after his 
death. Moreover, in criticizing Theodore’s statements, his critics discount 
his constant, careful references to Christ as the “assumed one” and the “as- 
suming One” and other such paraphrases as inadequate expressions of 
Christ’s unity of natures. If one must always be sensitive to how one refers 
to Jesus as the Christ, it would seem that one should also criticize all those 
passages in the New Testament that present Jesus as simply human, and 
replace these by the term “Word.” The same should be asserted of any oth- 
ers who speak solely of Jesus or the Christ. If we accept that such refer- 
ences ought to be interpreted in their context, it seems presumptuous to 
demand that Theodore be always exact. In fact, this is what he regularly at- 
tempts to do when he refers to the Word as the assuming One and Christ 
in the flesh as the assumed one. It is his way of expressing that these are 
not two wholly separate and independent persons. 

The present study has, I hope, made sense of the way Theodore assigns 
attributes as he did. His communicatio idiomatum, as it were, differs from 
what has become the traditional one. He insists that human attributes 
ought to be imputed to Christ’s human nature and divine attributes to the 
divine, while allowing both attributes to be assigned to the ego of the com- 
mon prosdpon. As I have argued above, Theodore’s way of speaking seems 
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grounded in a quasi-organic unity similar to the union between the soul 
and the body. It admittedly differs from the traditional communicatio id- 
iomatum, but not to the point that it can be labeled heretical. Like all of 
Theodore’s statements, its wording should be taken within its own frame- 
work and context. To recall but one example that ought prima facie to re- 
veal whether or not Theodore views Christ to be a mere man, our discus- 
sion of how Theodore interprets the Johannine statement that “the Father 
and I are one” bears this out. Theodore admits that they are one in power. 
He cannot say that he is one with the Father who is ungenerated. But he 
goes on to explain that because his human nature is one with the Word’s 
divine nature, he is thereby united as one with his Father. His human na- 
ture is directly united with Word and indirectly with his Father. Theodore 
cannot attest to this unity as taking place on a substantial level but on a 
level similar to how the soul and its body are one in an organic unity, 
where the body shares in the power of its soul. His explanation is admit- 
tedly awkward, for he is striving linguistically to preserve and defend the 
integrity of both the divine and human natures within the union in a way 
that remains truly faithful to the gospel accounts of who Jesus Christ actu- 
ally is and what is his role in salvation as the true mediator between God 
and creation. One can argue strongly here that Theodore complements 
Cyril’s approach rather than opposes it. 


The Condemnation of Theodore as a Person 


Not only have Theodore’s works been rejected, but also his very per- 
son. It is hard to understand, from a theological perspective, why this is so. 
While one may contend that the fathers at the Second Council of Constan- 
tinople were justified in their belief that Theodore saw Christ to be a mere 
man, it is less easy to see how they could have anathematized his person. 
Theodore may indeed have been an independent thinker, but he was sin- 
cerely convinced that he was always faithful to Scripture and the Christian 
tradition as he knew it. The glowing eulogies delivered at his death attest 
to his reputation. Even Cyril was hesitant to speak out publicly until sever- 
al years after Nestorius’s condemnation at the Council of Ephesus. Even at 
the Second Council of Constantinople, Pope Vigilius initially did not want 
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Theodore to be explicitly named in the conciliar anathemas. The emperor 
Justinian, however, was unbending. For he realized he had to placate the 
non-Chalcedonians, who refused to accept the Council of Chalcedon be- 
cause the fathers there had not objected when Theodore was praised in the 
“so-called” letter of Ibas. 

Justinian was caught in a dilemma. Since he could not deny the ortho- 
doxy of the Council of Chalcedon, he was forced to find a way to win the 
assent of the non-Chalcedonians to Chalcedon. The irony is that his con- 
demnation of Theodore as a person failed to reconcile the Orthodox and 
the non-Chalcedonians. Many theologians today are embarrassed by the 
harsh condemnation of Theodore as a person 125 years after his death. 
While Justinian may have been firmly convinced that Theodore was truly a 
heretic, one must not lose sight of his political and nationalistic agenda. 
The personal condemnation seems unduly excessive and unmerited today, 
as does the peremptory anathema leveled at Constantinople II against 
those who might attempt to explain and defend Theodore. 


What Standard Should Be Used? 


One can debate whether Theodore has adequately explained the unity 
of Christ’s natures within the functional framework that he employed.* As 
Paul Galtier has observed, the question of Theodore’s orthodoxy ought to 
revolve around what standard should be used to judge it. Galtier believes 
that it should not rest solely on the doctrinal affirmations of the Council of 
Ephesus (or, we might add, Constantinople II). It ought to include too that 
of Chalcedon (and Constantinople III). Instead of being applied as “a line 
drawn in the sand,” the standard might be better imagined as a square box 
that sets the parameters within which Theodore ought to be evaluated— 
whether as a heretic or as an orthodox theologian. If this “box” is accepted 
as a realistic standard, two of the opposite sides facing each other would 


2. John A. T. Robinson, for one, in his Human Face of God (Philadelphia: Westmin- 
ster, 1973), has attempted to integrate a functional Christology along with what he de- 
scribes as a “mythological” and an “ontological” model. He believes that this will reveal 
the human side of Christ for modern-day Christians. I am thankful to Rowan Greer for 
pointing out the similarity between Robinson and Theodore. 
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be the dogmatic decrees of Ephesus and Constantinople II, while on the 
other pair of opposing sides would be those of Chalcedon and Constantino- 
ple III. The first two stress the personal unity of Christ’s natures. Without 
minimizing this unity of the divine and human natures in the Person of the 
Word, the latter two conciliar decrees insist that the humanity, especially 
Christ’s free will, must be acknowledged. One can argue, then, that those 
who formulate a Christology that falls within these parameters ought to be 
regarded as orthodox, at least in intention, though one may challenge their 
articulation as weak when it is subjected to theological and philosophical 
scrutiny. I think we see this viewpoint exemplified in the sources that the 
fathers at Chalcedon relied on when they defined the unity of Christ’s di- 
vine and human natures. They based their definition on two of Cyril’s let- 
ters, the Symbol of Reunion in 433 between Cyril and John of Antioch, 
Pope Leo’s Tome, and the patriarch Flavian’s profession of faith.? Though 
they did reiterate Ephesus’s anathema against Nestorius, they saw no need 
to condemn Theodore and in fact remained silent, apparently, when Theo- 
dore was praised by Ibas. 

Richard Norris contends that the council fathers at Chalcedon meant 
their decrees to be taken in their ordinary—not philosophical—meaning.* 
Their dogmatic decrees ought to be understood in second-order terms: 
“What our historical analysis suggests is that the definition’s terminology 
can be best treated as second-order language. Functionally considered, the 
nature-substance terminology reflects not a metaphysic but something 
more elementary: a view of the logical structure of the normal sentence.”° 
In other words, a statement’s wording is one step removed from a person’s 
experience and is never able to exhaustively express the reality in se. The 
formulas of the conciliar decrees are second-order statements that, no mat- 
ter how carefully crafted, cannot wholly communicate the reality underly- 
ing their words. This becomes even more complicated when we recall that 


3. Kelly, Early Christian Doctrines, 340-41. 

4. See Norris, Manhood and Christ, 209, as well as his “Toward a Contemporary In- 
terpretation of the Chalcedonian Definition,” in Norris, Lux in Lumine, for his argument 
that the fathers at Chalcedon did not intend to favor any philosophical opinion regarding 
the meaning of “person.” 

5. Norris, “Toward a Contemporary Interpretation,” 76. 
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the church fathers and theologians are dealing with a central Christian 
mystery of how two complete natures, one divine and the other human, 
can still be “one.” It is inherently difficult to assess Theodore’s thought, es- 
pecially when his fragments are judged solely by how well or poorly they 
concur with a dogmatic formulation based on a different view of a “per- 
son.” 

For all the awkwardness of Theodore’s qualified statements on this 
matter, he is attempting, as best as he can, to be faithful to what the Syn- 
optics, John, and Paul assert of Christ as both divine and human. Like 
them, he goes as far as he believes he can to affirm the mystery of how the 
Word takes the initiative in the union and supplies the energy Christ’s hu- 
manity needs to act. In this sense, Theodore can agree that the Word is the 
subject of Christ’s human operations. But, like Cyril and his followers, he 
cannot demonstrate in greater detail how Christ’s human will can act freely 
in this unique union. On this question, it may be necessary to undo the 
Gordian knot, as the Roman Curia did in 1607 when it ordered the Domini- 
cans and the Jesuits to end their acrimonious controversy over grace and 
free will. Both sides were forbidden to brand the other as heretics. One can 
go only so far when speaking of the fundamental divine mysteries. One 
may attempt to explain them but must always be sensitive to the limit be- 
yond which one cannot reasonably go. 


Contemporary Interest in Christ’s Humanity 


After the condemnation of Theodore at the Second Council of Constan- 
tinople, emphasis on the humanity of Christ faded in favor his divinity. 
Christ’s humanity, of course, continued to be maintained and even at times 
emphasized, such as during the medieval period under Saint Francis and 
later in the sixteenth century under Saint Ignatius, when the humanity of 
Christ was stressed. But because of the emphasis on Christ as the divine 
Word, Christ was portrayed most often as the Pantocrator, the all-powerful 
Creator of the universe who knew all things even as an infant and was in- 
capable of being tempted. Such a strong accentuation upon the divinity 
was not satisfying, however, for those who felt a need to relate devotional- 
ly to Christ as a brother. This outlook also contributed to the widespread 
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opinion that one encounters God by rising above one’s bodily life through 
discipline, asceticism, and attaining to what was later labeled an illuminat- 
ing stage that prepares one for a mystical level. When this “road to spiritu- 
al perfection” was connected to an understanding of “original sin” as also 
involving bodily concupiscence, the role of the body, even of Christ’s, was 
considered of secondary value, if not a negative factor, to that of being 
joined spiritually to God in mystical union. Even now, with the continuing 
emphasis on the sanctifying and divinizing nature of grace, it is still diffi- 
cult for many to realize that the body has always been intended by God to 
play a purposeful role in salvation. This overemphasis on Christ’s divinity 
left most ordinary believers, as well as theologians, at a disadvantage when 
scholars began to employ modern critical historical methods to establish 
the identity of the true historical Jesus. 

The renewed interest in Christ’s full humanity, at least among Catholics, 
can be dated to 1951, when the Church celebrated the fifteen-hundredth an- 
niversary of the Council of Chalcedon and emphasized the need to balance 
the two natures of Christ.© When taken in concert with the Third Council of 
Constantinople’s (680-81) affirmation of two natural wills and operations in 
Christ that are not to be divided, changed, separated, or intermingled, the- 
ologians sought new ways to place Christ’s humanity to its rightful place in 
an orthodox Christology. This effort helped to address the issue of the rela- 
tionship between the “Jesus of history” and the “Christ of faith.” It also pro- 
moted what is dubbed a “low” Christology, as distinct from the “high” 
Christology that emphasized the divinity of Christ. It is in this kind of set- 
ting that Theodore’s approach can be better appreciated. 


The Role of the Body in Salvation 


In addition to reexamining the questions of Theodore’s approach to 
Christ’s humanity and his orthodoxy, this study has attempted to elucidate 
his understanding of the central roles that the “body” plays in God’s plan 
for salvation. We saw this in the role that Theodore attaches to the “body” 


6. One can, of course, argue that the interest in Christ’s humanity derives, at least in 
part, from the scholarly efforts to determine in a systematic way who is the Jesus of his- 
tory as distinct from the Christ of faith. 
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of a scriptural text and his emphasis on understanding the literal meaning 
of a text. Theodore is firmly convinced of the intrinsic connection between 
the outer and inner meaning of a text. Since most contemporary biblical 
scholars employ the historical critical method to determine as fully as pos- 
sible the meaning of a word or a passage, they find Theodore’s approach 
appealing and agree with him that one ought to attend to what the critical 
text says and not what one may imagine it to mean. The postmodernists 
may dismiss this attempt to know a sacred writer’s actual intention, but 
they accept the received text, believing that the meaning a reader derives 
from this is what is meaningful and valuable. For all, the text “incorpo- 
rates” its inner meaning as Theodore believed. 

Theodore also draws upon Paul’s statements about salvation and knits 
them together into a coherent system. Relying upon Paul’s emphases on 
the body’s resurrection and immortality, Theodore understands salvation 
as a passage from a state of living in an earthly mortal body to an immor- 
tal existence in a heavenly union with God. He holds that the passage from 
one stage to the other occurred at Christ’s bodily resurrection. This trans- 
formation has affected all who share Christ’s human nature, not only all 
other human beings but also the spiritual powers who are akin to his hu- 
man soul and the material world who are related to his human body. But 
to enjoy an eternal heavenly union with God, humans must also be joined 
to the body of Christ as bodily members are to their head. As such, the 
body fulfills an essential role in the attainment of salvation. It highlights 
too how salvation is a communal endeavor in which Christ recapitulates all 
creation within his human nature and enables all to participate in not 
merely his achievements but also his union with God. This kind of per- 
spective explains more clearly the body’s role in the attainment of salva- 
tion than that affirming salvation in terms of divinization. While this latter 
approach is explained in different ways, it is basically a personal sharing in 
God’s divine life and nature here and in a future life. It expresses well how 
the sacraments are spiritually effective in an incarnational way here and 
now. But its emphasis upon an individual’s present spiritual life deempha- 
sizes the need and role for the body in the attainment of salvation. It miss- 


es, too, the communal and cosmic dimensions of both faith and salvation. 
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We need to balance in a complementary way Theodore’s communal ap- 
proach with the highly personal approach of Cyril and to incorporate The- 
odore’s defense of the full integrity of Christ’s two natures with Cyril’s jus- 
tification of a substantial unity in the Person of the Word. 

Because today’s age is highly materialistic, image-conscious, and scien- 
tifically inclined, we are more open and sensitive to the role that the body 
plays in human life not only in general but also in the way that all creation 
is intertwined as one. If creation began with a “big bang,” we can see in 
Theodore’s synthesis a theory that not only incorporates what Christian rev- 
elation has revealed about the unity of creation but also speaks to contem- 
porary concerns. This is witnessed in the fascinating way that he regards 
how the spiritual and material worlds are bound in Christ to form one 
“body.” In his view the body is not to be esteemed as merely a supplement 
or an appendage to its soul but as a constitutive and essential element in 
God’s universal plan for the salvation of the cosmos. His understanding of 
how the whole universe is recapitulated in Christ gives meaning to those 
who speak of the cosmic Christ as the one who sums up all creation and 
serves as their chief spokesperson and mediator in salvation. Christ in the 
flesh represents all of creation, and as God he offers salvation and union 
with the divine nature. If one grants that the unity Theodore promotes be- 
tween creatures and Christ’s humanity and between the Word and Christ’s 
humanity is a corporate, quasi-organic unity, we have here a convincing 
statement that speaks in a theological way to contemporary ecological con- 
cerns. Although Theodore does not say that human beings have any respon- 
sibility to care for other creatures, it would be implied in their role as the 
bond of the universe. For if all created beings form one “body,” then one 
ought to be sensitive to the well-being of a fellow “member.” Other beings 
may not be created as God’s “image” as such and are, therefore, not sacred; 
still, humans cannot abuse them any more than one’s head can disregard or 
manhandle other parts of its body without suffering harm to itself. 

Theodore’s synthesis also highlights in a striking way the real, symbiot- 
ic relationship between humanity on one side and the spiritual and materi- 
al worlds on the other. It furthermore accentuates how the human body 


serves as the medium par excellence for intimate relationship and dialogue 
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not merely with other humans but also with nature itself. For example, a 
spiritual kind of love needs the body to express itself in a true symbolic 
way. This view is close to that proposed by Eastern religions and American 
Indians who teach the need and duty to exist in harmony with nature and 
its spirit. Such a bond escapes the understanding of all those who are so 
imbued with a materialistic, scientific outlook that they regard matter as 
simply something to be used for human pleasure. Theodore’s theory of 
how Christ’s human nature recapitulates all of creation widens the notion 
of “body” but also that of “atonement.” This can be understood in the root 
meaning of atonement as an “at-one-ment” between humans and God and 
between humans and other creatures, so that all form a “body” that is at 
“one” with itself. 

Theodore stands out, too, as a theologian who explains and defends 
the unique role that the humanity of Christ plays in human and cosmic sal- 
vation. He maintains that it is only through and in Christ that all other 
creatures can come into a true union with God. For his human nature is in 
direct and immediate union with the Word. All others are mediately and in- 
directly united to God. Theodore does not address, at least in his extant 
works, the question of what happens to those not joined to the body of 
Christ as members of his Church. But in his understanding of how Christ is 
fully present in all beings through his pleréma, there seems to be a way 
that those who in good conscience live a virtuous, loving life can be con- 
sidered embodied in Christ. This perspective also provides an insightful an- 
swer to the question often raised against those mystics who profess an im- 
mediate ecstatic union with God: what role, if any, does Christ gua man 
have in this experience? In her autobiography, Teresa of Avila responds to 
this question, insisting explicitly on the absolute necessity that Christ’s hu- 
manity be present in this experience: “I can see clearly, and since that time 
have always seen, that it is God’s will, if we are to please Him and He is to 
grant us great favours, that this should be done through His most sacred 
Humanity, in whom, His Majesty said, He is well pleased.”’ Though Theo- 


7. Teresa of Avila, The Life of Teresa of Jesus, trans. and ed. E. Allison Peers (New 
York: Image, 1960), 212-13. For those using another edition, the citation is found in chap. 
22. 
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dore does not address this issue, we can say that he would probably regard 
a mystical experience as a conscious awareness of one’s bodily union with 
Christ’s humanity and thereby of one’s own union with the Word and the 
Father. In other words, Theodore offers a theoretical outlook that can offer 
a reasonable justification of the role Christ’s humanity plays within a 
Christian mystic’s experience of an immediate union with God. 

How then ought we to sum up Theodore as a biblical theologian and as 
a person? He was a pivotal as well as a tragic figure in biblical exegesis and 
Christology in the late fourth and early fifth centuries. He was hailed as an 
outstanding advocate of literal exegesis and the preeminent critic of Ori- 
gen’s allegorical method. Like Origen, he was devoted to ascertaining and 
using the critical text as the inspired medium of God’s revelation. But he 
differed with Origen over how to determine the relationship between what 
the text affirms and what God intended. Besides his competence as a 
renowned exegete, Theodore stands out as a brilliant, innovative, systemat- 
ic theologian who evolved his synthesis of God’s plan for salvation from 
what he found expressed in Scripture. This is seen in the way he explored 
the soteriological ramifications of the typology between Adam as the head 
of mortal existence and an “image of God,” at one end, and Christ’s hu- 
manity as the head of a new immortal existence and as the true perfect vis- 
ible “image of God,” at the other. He proposed here a well thought out, co- 
herent, and highly insightful synthesis drawn from the Scriptures. His 
sober, precise style may not be as passionate as that of John Chrysostom or 
Gregory of Nyssa, but his thought concerning Christ as the cosmic media- 
tor for all creation is impressive and illuminating. 

In conclusion, we can only speculate as to how Theodore would re- 
spond to the charges raised against his writings and person were he alive 
today. But we can be fairly certain that Theodore would remain committed 
to what a strict literal exegesis discloses about the New Testament revela- 
tion. For him, the Gospels indicate how Christ has acted as one in human 
and divine ways. He might therefore simply state that Colossians (1:15-18, 
19-20 and 2:9) best expresses who Christ is for him: “He [the Christ] is the 
image of the invisible God, the firstborn of all creation. For in him were 
created all things in heaven and earth, the visible and the invisible. .. . He 
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is before all things, and in him all things are bound together. . . . to recon- 
cile all things through him, making peace by the blood of the cross, 
whether those on earth and in heaven... . because all the fullness of the 
Godhead dwells within him in a bodily way.” While such an explanation 
may be hard to defend as a metaphysical unity, it is equally hard to find 
fault with. 

It is a tragedy, therefore, that history has cast Theodore as one of the 
most prominent Christian heretics. His tireless effort to defend the tradi- 
tional role played by the full humanity of Christ in its union with the 
Word’s divine nature and in salvation deserves a better fate, perhaps at 
least along the lines of the esteem in which most scholars today hold Ori- 
gen for his attempts to be a pioneer systematic theologian when the Chris- 
tian faith was beginning to be articulated and defined through speculative 
reflection and controversy. As some modern-day theologians have conclud- 
ed, it seems anachronistic to brand Theodore a heretic on the basis of later 
hostile assessments of isolated passages culled from his writings. Perhaps 
the best way to conclude this study of Theodore’s Christological approach 
is to quote Theodoret of Cyr’s view of the controversy between the Anti- 
ochenes and the followers of Cyril of Alexandria as a wrenching apart of 
the Christian Church that ought never to have happened: 


What does it matter whether we style the holy Virgin at the same time 
mother of Man and Mother of God, or call her mother and servant of her 
offspring, with the addition that she is the mother of our Lord Jesus Christ 
as man, but his servant as God, and so avoid the term which is the pretext 
of calumny, and express the same opinion by another phrase? And besides 
this it must also be borne in mind that the former of these titles is of gen- 
eral use, and the latter peculiar to the Virgin and that it is about this that all 
the controversy has arisen, which would to God had never been.® 


8. The English translation is from Theodoret of Cyrrhus, “Letter XVI to Bishop Ire- 
naeus,” NPNE, 3:255-56. The original text, with a French translation, can also be found 
in Théodoret de Cyr Correspondance, ed. and trans. Yvan Azéma, Sources chrétiennes 98 
(Paris: Cerf, 1964), 58-59. 
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